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JAN 16 2004

John Stephenson
17401 'Cascade Estates Dr

'Bend, OR 97701

eLM PRINEVIU-E
DISTRICT Janua.ry 14,2004

Bureau of Land Management
Prineville D~strict Office
'3050 NE Third Street
Prineville, OR 97754

Rt: ~OlD1ne~ts on the Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan

First, let me say it is cleady evident that a tremendous amount of effort went into the
development o£ this plan and EIS. You are to beco:mmended! As a wildlife biologist who used
to work for the Forest Service; I have written many plans and environmental documents. I know
,these large-scale programmatic plans are especially difficult to develop, since they must 'address
so many different activities, resources, and issues. It's a huge job to synthesize, analyze, and
present so much infol111ation,and to develop management alternatives that both take care of the ,

land and meet the expectations of people who want to use it. You have done an admirable job. I
particularly applaud your GIS folks - the maps in this plan are very well done! '

What I want to bring to your attention is an apparent error in the preferred alternative's land
tenure zone designation (as shown in Map 34) on the west side of the Cline Buttes Management
Area. Map 34 ~shows that almost all of the Cline Buttes Jy.I:anagelnentArea is proposed for Zone
1 designation. 'Howevtr, for some Unexplained reason, two distinct areas ate identified fat Zone

,
2 designation: (1)BLM lands west of Fryrear Road, and (2)BLM lands along the southern edge
of the Management Area in Township 16S, Range'l1E north ofHwy 20 (see attached map).

I could find no justification for why these areas were separated out in this way and it confli,cts
with other aspects of the preferred alternative. I'm wondering if it is an inadvertent error and

, ,request that you revisit the land tenur(; zone map to make suie these areas receive the correct
designation. '

,

The' f~llowingcharacteristics of these areas, as described 1n the preferred alternative (Alt 7), are
what lead me to believe they warrant a Land Tenure Zone 1 designation:

.

Peck's Milkvetch ACEC -- Map 7 shows that, under the preferred alternative, both of these
areas are within the proposed boundaries of the Peele's Iv.ffikvetchACEC expansion area.
It does not seem appropriate to consider trading out of lands that are within ACECs and I
noticed that all existing ACEC areas are designated as Zone 1.

,
'

Priority Old Growth Juniper Restoration area -- Map 6 identifies the area west of Fryrear
Road as a ''Priority Old Growth Juniper Restoration" area. I noticed that all other areas
receivh1g this designation are also in Land Tenure Zone 1.

Secondary Wildlife Management Emphasis Area -- Map 29 shows wildlife management
emphasis designations for the pteferred alternative. The western thlrdof the Cline Buttes
Management Area, including the area west of Fryrear Road, is designated as a "Secondary"

.

.



.

wildlife matiage1nent emphasis area, while most of this Management Area received a
"Minor" wildlife emphasis designation. It seems like areas receiving this elevated emphasis
designation should be retained and I noticed that most other areas in the "Secondaiy"
categoty are inLand Tenure Zone 1.

"General Areas Desirable for Acquisition" -- Map 34 identifies 'the gap between d1e .

Tumalo Management Area and the southern edge of the Cline Buttes Management Area as
a "General Area Desirable for Acquisition." I assume the reason for this designation is the
clear importance of this area as a habitat connection and corridor for wildlife movement,
not only between BLM management areas, but also as a linkage to the Deschutes National
Forest. Habitat connections such as these --between forest and high-desert habitats -- are
extremely importa?t and increasingly rare given ongoing development patterns.,

'
. .

Of equal significance, the entire Northwest Management Area is identified as a "General
Area Desirable for AcqUisition", preswnably for its importance as a key habitat linkage
between National Forest lands to the west and north and BLM lands to t;h.esouth and east.
TIlls Management Area is also designated as a "PrimaiY" Wildlife Management Etnphasi$
Area in the'pre~erred alternative. Yet, it too is given a Land Tenure-Zone 2 designation. I
hope you will reconsider this designation. 1\.n area that is,of primary .hnporrnnce to wildlife
and a key habitat connection should remain in BLM ownership. '

I realize that a Zone 2 designation does not mean that BLM has specific plans to trade out of
these areas. However, the manner in which these areas have been 'carved out' from the adjacent
large blOck of Zone 1 lands has the clear effect of highlighting them as lower priority areas.

'

Hopefully, you will agree that the information I have presented, from your own preferred
alternative, indicates they do not deserve this lower priority status.

Thank you for giving these co~ents your consideFation.

Sin

.

cerelY'~,-

~ --
~~~ Stephenson '
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@3 716 SW Evergreen
PO Box 726

Redmond, OR 97756-0100

RECENEO
J~~ 1 () 'Lt)t\i\.

M?R'~C.\}\~
'aU O\SiRIG1

(541) 923-7710
Fax: (541) 548-0706
info@redmond.or.us

www.redmond.01:us

January 14, 2004

Teal PUlTington
-Bureau of Land Management
3050 NE 3rqSt
Prineville, Oregon 97754

Dear Ms. PUlTington,

As a follow up to our meeting with Janet Hutchison, Robert Towne and Phil Paterno on September 30,2003, I
am submitting this letter of interest in regard to the 318 acres of land located on 19th Street just south of the.
County Fair Grounds in Redmond. As discussed this land belongs to BLM and is set aside for conmlUnity
expatlslOn.

'ne City of Redmond is interested in the property for cOlmnunity expansion to be used for utility purposes. We
.k cUlTentlyundergoing an engineering study and updating our Facility Plan for Redmond's Wastewater

Utility. Although Redmond's engineering study is not yet complete, it is estimated that Redmond would need an
estin~ated 25.acres for wastewater facilities with possibilities of additional land needed for ilTigation purposes.

If you have any questions I may be contacted at: ~41 504-5.071 or 541480-2977.

Sincerely,

4./ """ """,. ''t-
. '\ ,~""-j.~
Kevin S. Curtis
City of Redmond
Wastewater Division Supervisor;

~1~~,

cc: Mary Meloy, PW Director
Jo Anne Sutherland, City Manager
Janet Hutchison, BI"M
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Comment Form ~
For public input on the Draft Upper Deschutes R~source Management Plan and

EnvironmeRECe1'\YE.L)

~

Today's Date: J ~JU;\t\ ~
.

()
\ ~ ~ .

.

YOUIname (please print): -'{.<; ~\O ~U\~
Representing (put an X in on~ box only):

~elf only, or '

0 business, organization, or agency (list):

JAN 16 2004

eLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT

S1reetAddress, State,andZIP: \Ct3L\5\)U~ "\ ,~ ~(
Phone:~~\- ~C£<6-=t~""33 E-mail:
Important Privacy Notice: All written comments, including names and street addresses, will be available for
public review upon request, and may be published by the BLM during the planning process. However, as an
individual yoil can ask us to withhold your name and address. All submissions ITomorganizations or businesses,
and ITom:individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, will be
made available for public inspection in their entirety. If you checked "self only" above, and would like us to
withhold YbUffiaifieqjtit an Xih this box: ~. ..'. .
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COl1tments We'd appreciate vours

Public comments are an important part of our land management planning efforts. By giving us
your feedback on the draft, we have the opportunity to consider your concerns before we create
the final plan. Your input helps us identify those things we may have overlooked or not looked at
closely enough. We will consider your comments through a public comment analysis process.
This analysis identifies the comments that may trigger us to make factual corrections, modify or
add alternatives, or supplement the analysis before a fmal plan is written. Our ultimate intent is
to create a well balanced and effective plan; one that will guide important decision making on
BLM administered public lands in Central Oregon for years to come.

In addition to your own ideas, please take a moment to think about the following questions and
consider themwhen writingdown your comments. .

.:. Does the range bfalternatives adequately address the issues? How would you

modify the alternatives to better address those issues? Please be descriptive and
specific in your response (See Executive Summary for short version of the range of
alternatives or refer to the Draft UDRMJ;> for the full description of alternatives).

.:. Does the Preferred Alternative represent a reasonable balance of land uses? Please be
speCific. In your response.

. . . . .
.

.:. Does the Preferred Alternative create the vision we want for future management of

BLM administered public lands in Central Oregon? If not, what do you think should
or should not be part of the vision? Is the emphasis in the right areas?

.

.:. Are there relevant enviromIlental, social or economic effects of the proposed plan

that we have not fully consid~re.d1.Jfso..what are they and why do you think they
should be considered in this deClsimi?---

.

Turn in your written comments at any of the public meetings; or mail or e-mail them to us
by January 15,2004. .
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f{iECEIVED January 12,2004

JAN 1 6 2004

eLM PRINEVlLI.E
DISTRICT

UDRMP Project,
Attn: Teal Purrington
Bureau of Land Management
Prineville District Office
3050 NE 3rd Street
Prineville, Oregon 97754

Dear Ms. Purrington,

The Willamette Valley Grotto, in association with the National Speleological Society, has
. carefully studied the Upper Deschutes Resffilrce Management Plan and Environmental

Impact Statement. We support the decision by the BLM to select Alternative 7 as the
preferred option. In addition, we would like to make the following comments regarding the
1,OOO-pagedocument. .

Through out the document the BLM refers to Stout Cave as Pictograph Cave and only
Jour times-as Stout Cave. It was our understanding from previous communicatlons
with the Prineville BLM that you were trying to re-establish the historical name as
Stout Cave. .

On page 100, Table 2-15, Priority ranking 9f at,"risksignificant archaeological
resources, the contents that make up the "Significance of Heritage Property" are
missing from the document. There is no explanation of the meanings of items A, B, C
or D. We cannot determine what the rankings are for Redmond and Stout caves.

I

The Grotto finds it unimaginable the BLM would cOl1Bidersport rock climbing in
Stout Cave in Alternatives 2, 3 and 4. On page 543, Archaeological Consequences,
the document says, "Currently, all caves within the planning area have not been
inventoried to detennine their resource values." How can the BLM risk damage to
undiscovered archaeological history by promoting a usage clearly adverse to the
resource? With the USFS policy on Road 18 to ban sport climbing, an opposing BLM
policy would certainly undermine the Forest Service position.

On page 81, Management Direction Common to Alternatives 2-7, the document says,
"The use and/or possession of chalk or visually apparent hand-drying agents would
also be prohibited in SignificantINominated Caves," but.Jater on page 199, this same
sentence appears in the description of Alternative 7. The statement appearing only in
Alternative 7 implies the BLM would allow chalk under the other alternatives. We
feel this is a mistake. In fact, from a cave point of view, Alternatives 5, 6 and 7 are



the same.

We applaud the BLM for considering caves in the R1v1Pfor the first time and the acceptance
of the responsibility outlined in the Federal Cave Resources Protection Act. The decision to
fence and ban motor vehicles from the 40-acre Redmond Caves parcel will go a long way
toward protecting the caves on the land. The graffiti and trash problems have reached a crisis
level and considerable effort will be required to restore the caves to their original condition.
Caves restored and remaining in their natural condition is our and the BLM Vision for caves.

£:~
Tom Kline,
2004 Chairman, Willamette Valley Grotto

personal address:
Tom Kline
5172 SE Logus Rd.
Milwaukie, OR 97222-4267
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REC'EIVED
I

@
Januaty 10,2004

JAN 1'6 2004
, Bureau of Land Management,
Prineville District Office
3050 NE Third St
Prineville, Oregon 97753

Upper Deschutes RMP Team,

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

As a concerned citizen that recreates in Oregon I would like to be on record as supportive
of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Oregon, especially Central Oregon.

'The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how an
interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects our sport and the
users as there are no'assurances BLM will ever have the resources to put together a
designated trail system in the areas proposed. The aggressive vegetation management in
Alt. 7 of the Juniper woodlands will negatively impact a proposed 11"ailsystem.

I do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no motorized
opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a mistake. There is tlse
occurring in those areas currently, where will that use go? This is especially critical for
the Lapine and Prineville area residents.

I

Our use is increasing appro~tely 20% annually with sales ofORY equipment listed at
$1g billion annually:- the increasing use is not only n6n;ef1eCted in the severe '

limitations proposed for OHV use on BLM land, it appears to be prejudicially
discriminated against.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail den~ity criteria to allow for the best use of the
lan~ and for a designated 1rai1system that will succeed Micromanaging your areas and
attempting to designate different trails for several different uses in the same areas

-- managementwill fail, and ultimatelyour use will suffer furtherrestrictions.

BLM Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft - Specific area issues, and
objections;

In regal'd ta Cline Buttes:
,

Pecks Milkvetch ACECexpa..i.sion - not what general consensus was during issue team
diSCUBsions.IncreaSe of 6,000 acres impacts historical OHVuse to an unacceptable
level. '

,

Separate systems for motorized and non-motorized is not reaHstic and a
prescription for failure. It will polarize the users, decrease every ones area of usage,
does not support a multiple-use philosophy, micromanages the area~and will increase

, conflictsamong users.You should be questioningthe goalsyour agency followed that led
you to propose a "solution" such as this. . ., I



1.

The management direction in Alt. 7 is unrealistic and beyond the scope of BLM
administrative resources.

The Tumalo canals are thought to be some of the best riding areas in the area and
too important to the users to close.

The Plan will not accommodate current use in Cline Buttes, and does not address
increased use/demand for the life of the plan. This is not logical, and it is not good
scientific problem solving.

The Interim Plan is not defined enough for comment.

In regard to Lapine:

Closure of historically open designation in all of BLM land bordering Lapine,
,except Rosland Play area, is not possi~le to implement with current resources nor
necessary for wildlife concerns. Wildlife does not need ALL of the planning area. Area
residents will be dramatically impacted without due Cause.

Snowmobiling needs to be exempt from the limitations completely.

In regard to South Milican:

Issue.team discussion of the area proposed an increase in the seasonal use that is not
noted in Alt 7. August thru April would be a necessary additiQILU:LrecreationaL-
opportunities considering all the recreational opportunities AIt 7 take-s-fi.-ommotorized
recreation and it would not negatively impact wildlife concerns.

In regard to Badlands:

This area is not critical habitat or deer winter range and ODF & W did not have issue
with usage in the Badlands. If wildlife concerns are minimal, it is not good
management to close it to DHV use due to social issues unrelated to the use, i.e.,
fence cutting, garbage dun1ping, partying and illegal hunting. The issue is inadequate on-
the-ground management by your agency. . Own it, an4 fix it.

In regard to Prineville Reservoir:

Managing current OHV use by closure' without any recreational opportunities is
unwarranted.

There are many opportunities for improvement in this for us all. I look forward to
discussing the upcoming OHV actions in the fInal management plan with you.

SL1il& '
ValerieJ. Ke e
3031 Adams ircle
Medford, Or 97504
541-608-1044
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January 14, 2004
RECE\VED

JAN 1 6 2004

81.M PRINEVILlE

'DISTRICT.

~~',\

Bureau of Land Management
3050 N.R 3rd Street
Prineville, OR 97754

To Whom It May Con<?em:

I have read and reviewed the BLM Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and

have attended meetings to discuss the plan.

Of critical importance to me is the part of the plan that deals with tile BLM Wierleske

allotment referred to in the plan as the Tumalo Block - 700 acre parcel south of Tumalo

Reservoir Road. This is a minuscule piece in the overall Upper Deschutes Management

Plan, but it is a critical piece to Rock Springs Guest Ranch since it provides the only

access corridor to our other pennitted riding areas on the Deschutes National Forest and

Crown Pacific timberland.

~.- -
~~--

Rock Springs Guest Ranch has been the steward of this parcel of land for over 35 years,

dating back to 1968 when Donna Gill purchased land adjacent to this BLM allotment and

built a guest ranch. Grazing pennits on this allotment were transferred when she bought

property in 1968, and at later dates we further formalized our connection through

acquiring a special recreation use permit and through the adopt a space program. Our

private land borders this property for 1.25 miles.

Inspection of tIllSproperty will reveal that it is in excellent condition, especially

considering its proximity to Bend. Very little off-road velllcle use, garbage dumping, or

use conflicts have occurred.

.,j'('"

I've tried to reference my comments to specific topics and areas ofllie plan, however,

the information is repeated in many places throughout the plan and is often commingled.

Below are my comments relative to the plan and tIle Wierleske allotmf;:nt.

1



I. Special Recreation Permits & Designated traiIs(vol. 2, pages 200,207,208,

477,479)

\

A) All alternatives of the plan, except number 1, indicate that:

"Special Recreation Permits for trail dependent annual use would only be issued for

designated trails that are part of the BLM's transportation system." (vol. 2, page 200)

"This would change the overall management emphasis of BLM lands in the planning

area in afundamental way, removing the emph(lSis on exploration, user choice, and

self-creation of recreation opportunities. "(vol. 2, page 477)

As stated in the plan, designated trails are a new concept for BLM recreation that is a

significant change in direction from prior dispersed use. Accordingly, the Wierleske

allotment has no designated trails at this time. The BLM has requested that we GPS

these trails which we are in the process of doing.

--~-- --~-- B) Common to Alternatives 2~7, Special Recreation Permits/group uses page 479.

&'Overthe short term, all annual special recreation permits for trail USewould not be
. ,

renewed until such use was authorized on designated trails that are part of BLM's

transportation system Over tIle short term, this would eliminate the two annual SRP's

for equestrian use in the planning area. However, this would also provide an impetus

for trail designation in areas that currently do not have any identifzable trail systems. "

Rock Springs Guest Ranch has had Special Recreation pennits from the BLM since 1991

and has operated a horseback riding program on the Wierleske allotment since 1969.

Prior t~ 1991 the BLM didn't deem it was necessary to have an SRP for this small piece.

The prior owners of the guest ranch property, the Vansickle family, had also run a riding

stable at tins location for many years.

Our business has been built around a riding program that is dependent on the adjacent

BLM parcel for trail rides and to access our other pennit riding areas on Deschutes

2



National Forest(DNF) and Crown Pacific properties. We have spent 35 years creating a

reputation and building a client base for our week-long summer family program that

brings people from allover the world to enjoy a horseback riding centered vacation in

central Oregon.

The implementation and approval of a design.ated trail system could be years away. To

eliminate our permits, even over the short term, will block our access to our other

permitted riding areas~ A cancellation or non-renewal of our permit until the "designated

trails" are implemented would devastate our business. If Special Recreation Pernlits

under these plans are only to be issued for use on designated trails, then the existing

pennittees(Rock Springs Guest Ranch and Equine Mariagenient) should be given a

reasonable time frame for this system to be put in place.

The plan needs to be modified to allow for our continued use of the Wierleske allotment

until such time that we can work with the BLM to develop and authorize these designated

trails and add them to the BLM's transportation system.
----.-

C) "Over the long-term, as more designated trails (both motorized and non-motorized)
. -

are developed, it is likely tha( this policy would direct annual recreation permits to

larger areqs with substantial trail systems. Smaller commercial operations and

commercial operators that are tied to a specific location(e.g., small guest ranches)

would have a harder time gaining permits if they are located adjacent to BLM lands

that do not have designated trails and lack the ability to sltuttle clients to larger BLM

areas with designD:tedtrails." (vol. 2, page 479)

Part of the beau1y of a destination vacation is being able to recreate from the base

property. The horseback riding experience we provide cannot be duplicated by trucking

people to another location. The adjacent Wierleske allotment is contiguous to thousands

of acres of DNF land that connects all the way to the Three Sisters area wilderness

boundary(BLM maps of DNF in:packet do not show current land configurations since the

3



Crown Pacific & DNF land swap). The BLM together withthe DNF land is not a small

isolated block of public land. We have special use permits for horseback riding on about

2500 acres of this DNF land. In addition, we also have riding permits on about 4500

acres of Crown Pacific timberland that is adjacent to the BLM and the.DNF.

D) c'Large, group rides are relatively commonplace on BLM admiltistered lands,

although no designated or maintained trails exist on BLM administered lands for

equestrians, and no staging areas have been developedfor their use." (voL 2, page 307)

Rock Springs Guest Ranch maintains miles of trails on the Wierleske allotment.

II. Organized Group Uses (vol. 2, pages 200, 479)

"SRP's would be required for all organized group activities involving greater than 20

'paticipants." (voL 2, page 200)

, -~---
---

During our peak season in the summer, group sponsored outings to this small area would

definitely create user conflicts with our operation.

ID. Recreation and tourism (vol 2 , page 554)

A) "However, while tourism and recreation have this important regional role, the BLM

lands within the planning area do not serve as primary tourist destinations. "

In fact, Rock Springs Guest Ranch attracts visitors from allover the world to central

Oregon because of its summer family vacation programming. The core of this program is

daily horseback riding that takes place on BLM land.

The economic value of what we do is significant. What we call the Summer American

Plan(SAP) is an all inclusive week long vacation package. It includes accommodations,

all meals, recreational programming including horseback riding and childcare / youth

--
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activities. We employ 50 staff during this time to take care of 50 guests a mix of adults

and kids. Twelve to fifteen fulltime staff as well as ten additional part time staff are

employed year round.

Less than 8 percent of our clients during this summer program come :trom Oregon and

Washington so a high percentage of our clients use air transportation to get to central
J I

"Oregon. Most of our clients also partake of other paid recreation activities in the area

like golf, white water rafting and Wanderlust tours(canoeing, .caving,nature hikes, etc..).

We are considered one of the best guest ranches in the nation. People looking for t11is

type of high end family vacation look at a wide variety of vacation options. Geographic

location is not necessarily important. They choose us primarily based upon what we

offer in terms of progranuning.

The guest ranch experience makes available to persons all over the United States and the

world access to properties held in trust by the United States government for the benefit of

the citizens. Most of these people do not have the knowledge, equipment or time to

pursue these activities on their own.

We are open year round and outside of the summer program we operate as a conference

facility.

VI. Trail Densities & Access points(vol. 2, pages 207 & 208)

A) "Designated trails would be det'eloped to seTt'e as links to the Deschutes National

Forest lands to the west, as well as to provide several smaller loops within BLM lands.

The road and trail density goal for the main block would be limited to a range of

approximately 1.5 to 2.5 miles per squaremile(includiltg Sizemore Road, a paved

public road through the area.) " - (voL2,page 208)

5



Although the Wierleske allo1ment is not part of the Tumalo "main block" the iTail density

seems very low.

Using the BLM maps I have for the Wierleske allotment I calculate the size as 800 acres,

not 700 acres. For example, does this mean that 800 acres divided by 640 acres(a square

mile) = 1.25 square miles? Using the maximum trail density of2.5 times 1.25 = 3.13

miles of trail. If densities this low were used on the Wierleske allo1ment a single iTail

running north to south through this parcel would use up 2 miles one way. This trail

density would make it difficult to achieve the objectives of "several smaller loops" and

connections to the "DNF".

Rock Springs Guest Ranch has a special use permit on the DNF(adjacent and to the west

of the Wierleske allo1ment) covering 2500 acres. Trail densities for this area have been

approved at a much higher level, at about 6.5 miles of trail per square mile.

The Wierleske allotment is not your typical central Oregon BLM land. The Wierleske

allotment is heavily treed primarily with juniper and a fair amount of ponderosa pine.

Visibility is probably less than 50 yards in many areas of this allo1ment. This may lend

itself to higher trail density, since you cannot see people on another trail that may not be

that far away. Also, this is not a square piece 9f land, but a rather long piece north to

south. The other lands we have permits on, DNF and Crown Pacific, each have frontage

of 1 mile of common boundary on the BLM. Most of the travel through this BLM parcel

is east / west with some connecting loops north and south. To alleviate bottle necks we

have multiple connections from the BLM onto DNF and Crown Pacific our east / west

access corridor. The DNF accesses that connect to the BLM are DNF permitted

designated trails.

A 1.5 to 2.5 miles oftrail density would probably also cause conflicts among non

motorized users(walkers,joggers, mountain bikers and equestrians) since they all would

be confined to so few trails within this region. The quality of peoples experience is

diminished when you see, or run into, other people. This low trail density would also 110t

6



allow for any rotation and variety of use of trails. For us, when people ate here for a

week's vacation with the possibility of up to 14 rides during that week, multiple trails are

important to provide variety, rotation of trails, and reduce the bottlenecks.

The Guest Ranch has 1.25 miles of :ITon~e on the Wierleske allo1ment and currently has

at least 7 access points along this :ITontage.Multiple rides depart the ranch at roughly the

same time each morning and afternoon during the summer months. To avoid bottlenecks,

we disperse the rides to various routes. This not only provides for a better experience,

but it is a safety issue. The heavy dust and bunching of horses creates an unsafe

environment. During our summer season, even though we accommodate up to 50 guests
~ per week, horsebackrides are alwayslead by a guide and are conductedin small groups

of usually not more than 7 riders. The guest ranch riding activity is much lower during

the spring and fall and almost non-existent during the winter. This fits well with the

winter deer range management.

Manypeople live in Tumalo because of the public recreation options close by. The idea
---_.-----

of ridjng your horse :ITomyour barn to miles of open space is very appealing and often

why t4ey bought their property out here. Our neighbors also ride, bike, walk and jog

through our property to gain access to the public lands to the west of the guest ranch

along our 1.25 mile border with the BLM. Our 660 acre property border has more than a

dozen contiguous neighbors and they have neighbors around them that ride through them

and us. This is another reason that we need multiple BLM/Rock Springs Guest Ranch

access points.

The plan should consider greater trail densities and non-motorized access connections to

oiller adjacent lands.

Map attached showing adjacent DNF, Crown pacific boundary and Rock Springs

Guest Ranch boundary.

7



B) "Roads would he retained or developed in the Tumalo block only to the extent

necessary to create or access parking areas, trail/leads or developed sites, or to serve

existing administrative use. " (vol. 2, page 208)

Would Rock Springs Guest Ranch have vehicular access to fulfill our obligations for

gTazingpennits, fence repair and maintenance, aJid emergency evacuation in ~ase of an

accident?

In several sections, Sizemore road is described in the plan as a paved public road, it is not

paved and it is a rough gravel road that gets limited use.

v. Stewardship (vol. 2, page471)

A) "Diversity of recreation opportunities is dependent upon the BLM and its partners

to provide facilities, services and active resource and social management" (voL 2, page

471)

Throughout the plan there are many references to '.BLM partners" and volunteers. Rock
. -

Springs Guest Ranch has taken care of this piece of land for decades. Garbage removal,

reporting of fires and unusual or illegal activities, fence maintenance, trail closures, etc..

It is our intention to continue our relationship with the BLM and help them accomplish
. -

their goals for the Wierleske allotment. In past years we have offered our help to the

BLM to GPS and fonnalize the trail system and establish a "trailhead", parkirig area, and
. .. .

restrict motorized access to this land. Much of this could not be accomplished until the

"plan" was in place.

We will continue to monitor activity on this land for resource damage, use conflicts,

illegal use, dumping, etc.

Thank you for your timt(!,

Sin

,

cerelY

~.i
"

I 74I
' lGill

{

(Jtnailed and postal
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Deschutes Resource Management Plan

BLM PRINEVIlle
DISTAICT

Danny Clark
. 8407NW31stSt.

Terrebomie, Ore. 97760
JAN 1 5 2004

I would like torespondt9 the Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan.
-1

. The first issue rwould, like to address is STEAMBOAT ROCK AREA. I have lived
in this are for 29 years. I have seen a lot of changes over that time. The most impact I
think I have seen.; is the claiming of private property; putting up fences and posting the
property to keep people out; which they have every right to do. It has blown me away at .

times' to see what I thought was public and what was private. Times sure changed, both .:

with standards of conduct and population growth. I understand BLM's stance of wanting
.to close this area off to just smalleroffroad vehiclesand shut down target practicing. It is
nice that BLM considered Hunting Season as the only reason to discharge a fireann in
this area, but more.needs to be considered. I live next to BLM.land. While sometimes the.
target practicing is annoying, it is not. A big problem as far as bullets passing by, the deer \

- don't seem to change their habits whenthis happens. They arrive at my hay at the same
. time and spend the ni~ht.

. .

I think a better awareness campaign, of such things like use of a backstop when
shooting, take your target when you leave, and don't be careless while shooting; this is
serious business and would help. I think it is nice to leave an area open for hunting 'Season~
was nice, but if we leave the coyotes unchecked, there is going to be a bigger problem
with them. You should hear the different packs, howling back and forth to each other
now. We have lost several sheep to coyotes and it is getting worse each year. - .

As far'as garbage dumping, it,is always going to happen no matter what you do.
People are cheap or lazy. If you would do a road closure it wouldn't be as deep as some
dumping in the interior, but it will happen. We have people dumping their garbage at the
end of our driveway every once in a while. I think enforcing the law would work better.

. For example, in the late 70's I was walking out oil BLM land and I came upon several
pickup loads of empty, paint cans, and old files ftom a Body Shop. I believe it was
Redmond Auto Body and Repair. I called the Sheriff's Department and nothing
happened. The cans remained to rust away; 'this was in the days when you didn't have to

.

pay to take the stuffto t.he dump, if! remember right.

I enjoy being able to ride my horses, walking, and just getting in my pickup and drive
around, or just park in the middle of somewhere to enjoy the peace land quiet, and relieve
a lot of stress.

Secondly is the POWELL BUTTE AREA. While I haven't been up to the Powell
Butte area in quite a while I noticed on Page 13 Vol. 3, it says continued designation for
Powell Buttes, as RNNACBCs It states no collection of any rock materials for Rock

-' Hounds. For one, I wasn't aware that rock houndingwas illegalup in the region or maybe

-.-,r



this is going to be a new rule. There is some very unusual Agate that was created in this
region, e.g. some purple lace agate and clear agate with 3D dimensional shapes inside. As
far as Animal Control, such as Coyotes and Cougars, You're going to have some
problems; domestic animals are easier to hunt, eat, and kill. In my opinion Powell Buttes
are semi safe from over use, it is almost impossi~le to find any access. This place is
nothing like it used to be. Doesn't FLPMA mandate BLM to manage lands and not cut
off lands for multiple uses. '

I am a ftequent user of BLM as well as a volunteer to' check Guzzlers aroUlid The
Glass butte and Hampton area. I wouldn't want you to think that I am just a user; one of
the activities I enjoy is Rock hounding. It is appearing as if you want to confine Rock
hounds to 4'areas, I can understand how these areas would be great for tourists, but are no
means places I would want to be restricted to. . It appears BLM wants to close off some,
existing roads to create larger parcels of Habitat. To one degree I can agree. To anoth~r '

the facts don't bare out your conclusions as I have experienced them. Wildlife is no
different than anything else in the world. They seek out the easiest way to live, with the
least amount of people contact. I'm sure you'll have to 'agree it's undeveloped, native,
natural lands such as BLM and the Forest Service ground that borders fann ground,
especially hay fields that support the highest percentages of wildlife; birds and, rabbits
excluded. One of the things that ,bother me about closing off roads, is'access for~. The
way I see' it is environmentalists and the few young' people that like to get away from it
all, would like to close everything off, as much as they can. Here is the problem, as a
person gets older, he cannot walk places he used to drive to; to enjoy. Why punish the
people who would probably do the least amount of damage.

'

~--_u-

\
}

I have had some older folks as mends. We would go out cutting wQpd,' hunting, or
prospecting. We would try to go to special places they used to go, only to find the road
had been blocked off. Some places are just neat to go to see or jus~ have a picnic. Here's
one example, Rupert Davis wanted to show me a special spring that ran year around. He
and his family would drive to this place with lots of empty containers; they would picnic
and fill all the containers before their return trip home. Granted this was only done when

,roads conditions and weather were favorable. It was a special treat. When he tried to ,

show me the spot, the road was blocked off and it would have been a 2-mile walk or so,
just to get to the spring. Rupert was in his late 70's and couldil't make the roundtrip ifhe
wanted to. He was sure disappointed. Over the years a few places I could drive to are
block off by BLMIUSFS; but I can still walk. Think of the favorite places that you can
drive to. We have all sorts of modification for the handicapped in the city, butthey can,be
shut out in the country. There will always be people who break the law and are
inconsiderate of others ar0und them, they should be cited and fined. It's not right to
punish everyone. A lot of people are moving into Central Oregon anddon~t like certain

,

things or ways things are being done. Maybe they should move back to where they- came
ftom, since the place they came from is so great. I live next door to. BLM ground and a
lot seems to go on at times. To top that off, I -livenext to a Cinder Pit that is mined from
time to time. I chose to. live here and thatjs how things are, so a little noise and ,a little
dust are no big deal. That's life in the country, just a side comment; I work haying
equipment in the middle of the night. Deschutes County has a rule, you move to farming



)'

\
i

country and you better expect these things to happen. Deschutes County will not cite a
farmer doing his work no matter the noise level. If he is putting up a crop. I don't think
we need. more regulations, just enforcement of laws and regulations on the books. If we
were all considerate of the other person, the next person to come along would have a
great experience also. For the jerks out and aQout maybe we need a hot line to turn them
in. Then Law Enforcement needs to fry them. I understand closing certain areas for a
period of time to accommodate wintering wildlife and reduce the wear and tear on
weather sensitive roads. I am all for giving a safe haven, when they are so very stressed
due to cold weather, lacks water and fqod. I can wait the 5 months of so, but the rest of
my life, YUC~!! I am not suggesting new roads either except to accommodate logging
and mining. Is there another way to keep the Bad Lands roadless and vehicle ftee without
makingit a Wilderness?

'

.

I think of things, what if a fire runs through there, it will be just a lot of charred
,remains. Don't we have enough. examples already? Look at Mill Creek Wilderness area.

The area was once managed forest; along time ago, with ,roads running through it. Then it
became a Wilderness Area to be used by a few people. Now it is a charred, wasted trees,
that was salvageable. Now we're going to have a lot of windfalls, lying on top of each
other, making travel on foot difficult. The downfalls then become another fire hazard as
grass, and brush grows up around the dead wood and another fire could break out. I can
understand some Wilderness Areas like Eagle Cap or Mt. Whitney, or wherever. Some
don't make sense, such as, Mill Creek and soon to be, it sounds like, the Badlands.

- -I-:Q9I>~ this set of opinions matter to some degree. I know you all have put in a lot of
time and energy to have special alternatives. Thank you for giving public time and
materials to read to at least put iTI.a comment or two. I hope this isn't as an ex-employee
put it; BLM only wants comments, so they can form a response to the public for the plan
that they have already formulated, and that is just the way it is going to be.

Thank you for you time,

Danny Clark
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Bureau of Land Management
Prineville District Office
3050 NE 3rdStreet
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECE.Ne.O

JAN 2, 02QO~

ai)I~
Art: Mollie Chaudet

As an avid four wheeler in Central Oregon I can not fInd any reference in your Upper
Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement which mention
my fOm:Lof recreation. I enjoy Rock Crawling in my four whe~l-drive vehicle as do many of
my friends. I would like to offer my knowledge and skills in developing an area that would
remain open for years to come for Rock Climbing. In the past I have work with your agency to
developed one butto date no area has been designate for this growing recreation. All of the
other Rock Climbing Trails are on public lands in tbis nation. There are many areas which
would be ideal for this recreation wi~ in your planning area.

I am a avid Four-Wheeler and support Altemtative';2 as it leaves more Public-Lands open to
all recreational userl?inc1uding my family and 1.Pubic-Lands are for all of us to use and
closing it down for anyone group is wrong. Each year there ate more of us wanting to
recreate on public lands. Would it not be wise as land mangers to use all trails for multiple
uses? In the pa~t years we have shared our trails and it has beenooe.

Sincerely yours; -~~ ,._----

,." '.~': ~ r. 'C
."

~; .;:. .:~f: . "~ ':,:' ,I" ! . : ; t, .
.~~...,

".~ :~!-
: r \ . ',' =,.<', ~. ,'. j'.

.

,: . 1
." :. ': ;,:','

\

i'",",
rr .

:,
",'

.

" "
. : ;'

I"
.:f.

':'" ".
~

",'.
; .~

..:"' '. ,,~
. . . . . ; .;i'

1""
;

,": ~.
;

. :. ..

:,!l !
"

'.I;
',!

,I . li.
.

i'
:. ~-: :! (.

"
. '"

; : '

. . ~ .. .1 ("t,. ;::','. ! :
'I'

. . .;. ~.'
;,.-. It...,.

;'"



~ .~

'""I

~
.

1~1 .

'~
'~
'~

""",.,,,"J';""-

.. . \~.r...',
'.

~...:;],.
~'!\{h~~:.~~~

'

,...,:...\
.1'i..J''''':Ii';!;~VV'(''''"CI'r~;,\:.,..",~.~ .\~: '~,,~,--;~~":~'~}~~\~~;;(?~y.r~~', ~~,:~. . I.'.~';o',..r'

..........

~-,
.:::-.

-~
'::....
~
....
....
....
......

'::.-
~.
i....

'-1:-'\ ...,.
i :;...

I ?~,
-.ow.
---....
Mo'--. ~:::::

. '
.~

~ '-1
'E: ~
l!t

,

''''''''.

i

"
~;

.'

j'
,.

'4
''',

it

. k.
-----,.

!
!'

(

j

I'.',I.
\\
;1

',i

r;,.,.
f



. f!~~)
~

.

..,~
.

vn~~A~
.

"

.

...
.'.

A~f~:~:D, .'~'3:~~~~~
$a6D'tt(.~;;r"- .. . .,,=~

,' ~,CJ4r:::1
-~.dI~ I 04 c;tf1Q

J.PttA- VI}
.

~ '

.~ ~~%~~~.-tiJ4U~
~ ~ ~ /J tm - (111A./{p» (3tm{Jt/MRJ)L{)~~ :f4k
wal-L.. - '

,

,

. .

I. tU-e-~_.~ cW~:4. ~i ~ 9-
"~4M4~.o£d.e-a .~.IW/ ~ ~ M#~'

~.4d~~~?~~~~
I(/dL~~?!I~~~~~
.~~ ~~ ~.-#~.# ~.-U.J
~-~M./'~~~~~~

d.tp~k=-~~~~~k
~~I ,~X;~.~.2J~~.~~~~
t1Hf-~~~~. ~~~~~~.

,

.../-m ~~~ tV~ f7 ~~ ~
~ ~~~'Y?6~.vI~-E;?~.
- Jbd~ r~ ~--a/~ ~ ~ ~:f7,

/J'd:-- /
. . ~~

o/Jth. ~ .
,

/a
. _

:3~
,

70
- .

~
.

c..r- ,.. f ~ 04977CJ/



~~.~-< ~ ~."'- ~{~;:<~~
:P4-ro/nafk-'~ -wd/.~u& ~,'~ ~..

"
,'''~ i

'.. ."
,,:~ .

-',.
\',

.',
!~"',

',!'r "; ~ ~.
'''",

\

,.,' .."\,,-1,

. \,
..tllf,

-~

,f
."

. ,.", .,; . <:.
~~

...
'4~,

. ,

.,~

~"10..

\. ~ .
.,t., . '. '.

... .

7. ';<; ''*I
J

\

.' ','

'~,

~'
.' "",.",'

,

~
'+

.1;
','

'I!.

"
. ... .~. .

. ",,.

~

~, ./t

,
.

.~



i
I

i
~

I
1
I

. t
1
I
1
i
I
\
I
i
ij
! "0

'p
! tI..., ~
i ~ug
I ~~~
! '0 (5p::(

::I'\{'\O

~t---d
P'

"'" doC'(")1I)
H\O~

~

11
:

'

--~;.o-::: .;.-
":= .!

;:;,
'.,.. ,

+-:':i
~.":,, .
.;:

~
'~ :x .~~, .:...:::

1

~ :s
o

..,. :--;

" ~
~ ~

~~
} .

Ii
~ J ~ ~~ I~. . ~.~

~,1 ~,!
-'1
.

--
~'~~~I'

~ ~'" I~,

!i

.1I!:]

j:
I



C2;&~)

"Brent Fenty"
<bfeJity@earthlink .net>

01/20/2004 10:28 AM
Please respond to

"Brent Fenty"
<bfenty@earthlink.net>

To <upper_deschutes_RMP@or.blm.gov>

cc

bcc

Subject Upper Deschutes RMP Comments

To Whom ItMay Concern: .

J am writing in regards to the DRAFT Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan (RMP)..I commend
the Prineville District BLM for the significant amount of work that has been invested in the completionof
this draft plan. For the most part, I think the plan successfully balances the needs and interests of a
variety of stakeholders: My primary concerns involve two issues: wildlife and non:-motorized recreation.

. I

As a public participant in the planning process, I several times voiced concern that deference was too
often given to motorized recreation at the expense of non~motorjzed recreation and wildlife. Although I
commend the BLM for finally closing the Badlands WSA to motorjzed recreation in order to ensure the
preservation of wilderness values in the WSAas required by federal law and BLM policy, I am deeply
concerned that Alternative 7 willallow continued motorized access in the 5,OOO~acre area north and east
of Dry River Canyon. This area was left out of BLM's original wilderness. inventory but has been
demonstrated to meet wilderness criteria for size, solitude and recreation opportunities, and it's
substantially natural condition. In addition, the area contains a variety of supplemental values including
cultural sites and important habitat for a variety of wildlife species including raptors, sage grouse, Rocky
Mountain elk and mule deer. Furthermore, when combined with the Badlands WSA, the area represents
a significant amount of roadless acreage which is becoming increasingly rare in Central Oregon.

) Secondly, I encourage the BLMto continueJts creative and constructive effprts with local government and
- --the interested public to develop a livestock ,grazing management matrix which allows for voluntary grazing

permit retirement and takes into account the interrelationships of recreation, changing land use practices,
and livestock grazing on and around Central Oregon's public lands. The expeditious review of standards
and guides for each of the allotments willbe critical to the success of this effort and I.encourage the BLM
to develop a realistic and fully~fundedapproach to completing the process in th~ near future.

Lastly, I am very concerned that motoriied recreation continues to take precedence over the management
of our public lands for sensitive wildlifesuch as pronghorn and sage grouse in the MillicanValley. In some
ways, I believe this plan represents a step backwards from the management practices on the Millican
Plateau over the past decade. Sage grouse are known to be declining across the West and it is
imperative that we take immediate steps to ensure survival of and successful. recruitment by the remaining
populations within Oregon. ' ..

Thanks for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
Brent Fenty

.PO Box 142771
Anchorage, AK 99514
bfentv@earthlink.net



To: Prineville Bureau of Land Management
3050 N.E. 3rdStreet
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECE.\\lEO

j{l.N 2. O'l.QM

e\J'A
PRINEVIllE

plSiRICT

(j~

Subject: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environment Impact
Statement.

Purpose: Comments on Plan and Purpose

I studied three manuals on the Upper Deschutes Resource Management
along with eighty small and two large maps. .

I support alternative #2, for the following reasons:
1. You are not now protecting the subject put forWard by the study.
2. ORV.vehicles

.

. 3. Range management
4. Wildfire protect by habitat
5. Resident herd of elk next to W.SA
6. Historical sites
7. Rock hunting areas
8. Wood cutting
9. Fire.
10. Camping
11. Moving area of road
12. Vehicles to other areas (Cline Butte and West of Redmond)

.
You need to put your energy into protecting what you have, not add more
projects until you do.

---~...__...-

I think you need more time to discuss these decisions and inform the
public and the people who will be affected by these decisions.
There are many more areas ofconcem such as why are you trying to .
acquire Reynolds Pond? Also what about the resident herd pf elk adjacent

I to the W.S.A.? Without all of the questions answered I support alternative
#Tuntilyou have time to address all issues not just the emotional ones.
Making decisions based on scientific data and not emotions should be
implemented. You have the resources and personal to accomplish this.
On staff includes:

Soil Scientist, Range conservation, Archaeologist, Fish and
Wildlife Biologist, Horticulturist, Historian, Fire Cpntrol and Foresters.

Allow these people to do their jobs and help with the decisions at hand.

Thank - you for all of the time and effort put into this project, but lets step
back and answer all of the questions before making a final decision.

~crr~

Robert C. Jappert r .



-""

)

i-to'
::&1

w.'..

~'-':-"'---::,'
.,!.,'

(
,

I:
~
.,

,

~
,

~'t:U

)'

.

....

I

'

!

,'

~
,

\

I ,.' A. ~.
- ,

;~. -
\.!' ,''''

-
,

'

. '

,
,

'-C' C" """'..- .
,': j

' '

.
'

.- ,..' '

,

'

..

,

'

,,'
~'

.'
'

,

'

",' "

'

,,'
" I

'

,
1

~'
' ",

, , ,()
,,' "~,

. ", L 'r ~'

.

"
~.

'
:,

'

,

.

"

,

10-)-
~

.

(;\

,

'~

,

"
' "

,','cJ 1'-',

, 'P '
"~' '\\'-"

" '~
S::'" ,\t'

'

, QQ~O

"
~'

'~'
"bJ"-

-- ~ "-
, ~_~LD~.

~~' <~'
~.& ~

(\~ ()~'
,\~ tY\'~

I

I

)

~

t

~h\: ' '

.

r '

r' .

{
~.

~
,

'

,

;r

)
,

'
.,°

,

.

,,

' :

'

~
"~ ,~

~~.

~
~'~ ;IN

,
'

,~I(j~ '

~.

J
~

\j'
'

h..
,,\ ...',

~.'~:'
", '

~J~]',
.",

"

. .

:
'1'.'

,!~:,;:



Crook County ~;~ISOI
300 N.E. 3rd Street .Prineville, Oregon 97754

REOEf\rerJ 447-6555 .FAX (541) 416-3891

JAN 2 02DD4

January 15,2004

Bl.M PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

u.s. Bureau of Land Management
Prineville District Office
ATTN: Teal puningtol1
3050 NE Third St.
Prineville, OR 97754,

".

Dear Ms. PUlTingtonl

The Crook County Natural Resources Planning Committee-a broadly representative group of
agency personnel, business, community, agricultural interests, timber and
environment/conservation interests appointed by and serving at the pleasure of the Crook County
Court-has prepared the attached comments regarding the BLM Upper Deschutes Basin
Resource Management Plan. By conse11-SUS,the group has adopted these comments. It is my
pleasure to forward these additlonal comments to you to supplement the comments previously
filed by Crook County. .'

\ -

. Sincerely,

5cv/;f t~
Scott R. Cooper
Crook County Judge

Cc: Crook County Commissioners
Ms. LYIIDAnglund, Croo~ County Natural Resources Plamling Committee
Mr. Mike Lunn, Crook County Natural Resources Plamling Committee'
Baron Bail, Robert Towne, M~l1y Cha~det, Prineville District BLM

J,,,

Scott R. Cooper, Judge. Mike McCabe~ County Commissioner. Mike J, Mohan, County Commissioner
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. CROOK COUNTY, OREGON
NATURAL RESOURCES PLANNING COMMITTEE

qomments on Draft Environmen~l Impact Statement
Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan

January 15, 2004

......

Background -The Crook County Natural Resources Planning Committee (CCNRPC)
was established by County Order 2002-72 on September 4, 2002. Its 25 members
represent a diverse cross-section of the citizens of Crook County. Membership includes
foresters, silvicultuFists, wildlife and fisheries biologists, agriculture scientists, range
conservationists, large and small business people, farmers and ranchers,
environmentalists and citizens-at-Jarge. A key purpose is the cooperation and
collaboration with federal agencies in order to further considerations of important issues

. of Crook County Customs, Culture and Economy. Our comments are provided in that
spirit. .

Public Participation - We commend the BLM for the extensiveeffQrts they have made
to involve citizens through its various Issue Teams, RAe's, etc.. This has clearly been'
beyond the normal approach, and beyond the minimal requirements of law and
regulation. In some respects, the publi~ involvement early on was found by participants
to be cumbersome and complicated, at least through the development of Issues. One'
suggestion we wQulLofferis to work closely with Dr. Laura Van Riper, of the Na1ional
Riparian Service Team, on- a system of follow-up interviews from those who closely
participated and others. It will be important to document "lessons learned'~ and ways to
continu"ethe strong efforts at involving the public while also reducing some of the more.
burdensome and time consuming parts of the process~ This information should be shared
with the-Ochoco NF, which is soon to begin its own LMP Amendment processes. .'

Range - Given the importance of livestock operations in Crook County, we have specific
concerns with some of the proposals. This month, proposed regulations were released for
administration of grazing permits, and while they will not be final for several months, the
UDR1v.tPFEIS is even further out into.the future. Our assumption is that development 0f
those regUlations will be closely followed during the continuing work on theFEIS to
insure the FEIS and regulations are compa1ib1e. . .

, The matrix in the DEIS that includes the range health analysis, grazing demand, and
conflict with other use information seems to have been a good analysis tool for this
planning effort, but should not automatically be considered adequate where different
conditions of resources and grazing activi1ies occur. In UDRMP area, there are many
small allotments that might lend themselves to voluntary closure. In areas dominated by
larger allotments, such as contiguous resource areas, voluntary closures would be the
exception. We also note that closures may be affected by the changing regulations.



We question whether mandatory or voluntary closures are in keeping with the proposed
regulations, and thelOth Circuit Court of Appeals decision in Public Lands Council v.
Babbitt, 929 F.Supp. The mandatory closures due to conflicts with other uses should be
carefully considered) and all attempts made to provide for the forage needs of the
dependent operators. It seems clear tinder current direction that suitable grazing land
should be offered according to priority to qualified applicants. Uses such as "reserve
forage allotments" will not be pennitted under the revised regulations. For Some areas,
such as near La Pine, there is little or no demand for grazing areas due to lack of water
and marginal economic conditions associated with grazing. .While we understand some
environmental groups seek to buy permits to retire them, this is specifically prohibited
under the.proposed regulations in keeping with Public Lands Council v. Babbitt, op cit.

OHV - We believe that recreational use of OHV is a growing and legitimate use of
many, but certainly not all areas of our public lands. In general, we support the direction
contained in alternative 7, which attempted to work out resource conflicts with OHV uses
by separating uses and designating motorized trail sy-stemsand specific areas where OHV
recreation can occur. .At the same'time, we find that OHV use potentially can be one of
the most destructive uses of public lands if it is not carefully controlled and managed.
UnfortuIiately, many of the commercial advertisements for DRY's are irresponsible,
depicting SUV' s, 4~wheelers and other vehicles traversing streams, wetlands, mountain
terrain and other sensitive environments simply as a challenging activity, and ignoring
the potential effects on plants and animals. This carries over to many in the user
community.

- -
We recognize that many riders/drivers are responsible, and avoid sensitive areas and
follow the.rules. We also know that many of the organized groups and associations
promote responsible behavior, and work with the agencies to provide enjoyable outdoor

. experience and protect the environment. And we also believe that OHV use is an activity
that has grown rapidly in the past few years, and is largely uncontrolled across the public
lands and National Forests in central Oregon. Given the dual potential for a) providing
some outstanding recreational activities and b) damaging lands and disrupting
populations of plants and animals, a most important focus of this plan needs to be on
clear management direction and well~implemented and enforceable management tools.

We have little reason to believe the BLM has the financial" or staffing ability to
implement the major changes envisioned,by Alternative 7. It caIls for reducing or
eliminating use in some areas and constructing extensive networks of new and loop trails
in other areas. On its face, this sounds good, but what assurances exist that the trail and
area closures can be enforced or regulated? The DEIS contains no clear monitoring plan
describing how it will be detennined how well natural resource and OHV objectives are
being me, or what happens if they are not achieved. Without the reduction in use that is
called for in some areas, the problems will simply be expanded by opening or improving

. other areas, which has been the history of the Millican OHV area. We recommend that a
Cooperative Agreement, with funding by ELM, be developed with the Crook County
Sheriff to fund additional patrols, including OHV patrols in key areas to increase
enforcement: This is particularly needed to reduce violations of State law, such as

, .-



littering, vehicle operation and registration, and wildlife harassment (this has been
,reported to ODFW/OSP/BLM).

Further, we would urge that the closures and other regulation changes be implemented
and monitored before extensive investment in new development. Citizen/user groups
should be involved in monitoring to bring transparency to the decision-making process.

Last, we noted thatthe definition of "non-motorized recreation emphasis" on page 33 is
po'ofIy worded and not understandable.

Social and Economic -- The DEIS is deficient in identifying the costs and benefits of the
various ~lternatives as they apply to Crook County. While there is some information
aboutthe different socio/economic conditions applicable to Deschutes County anq. Crook
County, there seems to be little explanation about how those Counties are affected by the
separate alternatives. Crook County has shown recent growth along 'Withour neighbors,
but our values remain largely.rural and agrarian. Protection of open spaces, local
businesses, and family are important, and separate us from our rapidly growing
neighbors. We will never have. the kinds of recreation developments as those year-round
large scale opportunities near Bend, such as ski areas and other Winter sports
developments, mountaineering, etc. Prineville Reservoir is our major destination
recreation area, and we have supported certain continued development in that area. But
by and large, the citizens of Crook County and other users tend towards more .

undeveloped uses including fishing, hunting; and firewood gathering, hiking, driving foJ;'
pleasure and ORY uSe.

.

Unemployment in Crook County is among the highest in the State, and it would be
Helpful to show how the various alternatives' contribute to the creation of jobs,
particularly in the contracting area. .

--.----.-

Management of Invasive .Junipers - We support the juniper control work proposed in
Alternative 7, but prefer to 'see management of old-growth juniper on the basis of stands
and not individual trees. For example, in treating invasive juniper to restore suitable
habitat for sage grouse, we recommend removal of all trees in the treated area to reduce
perch trees for predatory birds. Leaving trees of "old-growth form" in those areas
reduces the effectiveness of the restored habitat.

There are many areas where treatment of juniper for restoration, firewood harvest, or any
other purpose will be economically and/or physically impractical.' Those are largely the
isolated patches or rim rock type habitats where olderjunipet frequently occurs, and
management for old stands is Idgical in those areas. Given the extensive acreages of,
invasive juniper in Crook County, priority areas chosen for restoration should be treated
to minimize juniper stems of all sizes and age classes.

Millican Road - While this road decision was removed from the EIS process by
legislative direction, the BLM needs to be aware and plan for the changes in use that will
develop once the reconstruction and paving is completed. Granted, there will be



extensive truck iraffic on the route, but increasing numbers ofrecreationists of all. kind
will likely use the more easily accessible area for hunting, rock-hounding, hiking, biking,
DRY, etc. This could increasecontlicts with wintering game populations and special
species such as sage grouse. Impacts and changing management conditions from this
improved transportation facility does not seem adequately considered in the DRIS.'

Firearm Use ~ We support the EIS directionto reduce indiscriminate shooting in areas
close to population development. Another step that might be taken would be the creation
of"alocal rifle/shotgun range close to Prineville through special use permit or
concessionaire. The Redmond Gun Club is relatively close and available, but having a
local range might reduce some of the dispersed plinking, and increase safety of public
lands users.

Garbage Dumping - Dumping of garbage is a perennial problem on public lands, and
part of our concern about inadequate levels of funding and staffing for enforcement
Several considerations should be made to reduce this abuse. Cooperative funding for the
Crook County Sheriff to increase patrol density would help, since garbage dumping is a
violation ofboth federal and state laws. The County has indicated a willingness to set up
a "free dump" day at the County landfill in conjunction with organized c1ean.;up efforts
for the public lands. There is opportunity to use inmates from the local youth

'

correctional facility for clean-up under agreement with the BLM to extend the clean-up
efforts. Educational efforts to make people aware of the extent of dumping should be

'

undertaken. Partnerships with local companies should be undertaken to remove larger
metal dumps, such as refrigerators, old cars, etc. Once cleaned, efforts should be made to -
restrict access to the more heavily abused areas. In some cases such as the Crooked
River corridor, volunteer groups could pick up and consolidate trash to be removed by
helicopters during fire crew training. We recommend increased emphasis and direction
for protecting our public lands from this obnoxious type of violation.

Transportation System Planning - The planning area is heavily roaded by all levels of
routes, ranging from collector systems to user created "ways." This extensive road
system reduces the effectiveness of wildlife management attempts, and we encourage the
BLM to consider seasonal and area closures and other techniques to reduce the conflicts
with wildlife. Achieving the desired habitat effectiveness of 70% onmany key areas will
be difficult or impossible without further access restrictions.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Upper Deschutes Resource
Management Plan BETS. Our committee remains very interested in the outcomes of this
plan and potential effects on customs, culture and economy of our County. We hope to
be further involved as the work proce~ds toward a final EIS and decision, and would
offer to help convene andlor work directly with other affected interests in considering
responses to substantive comments and resolving issues.

a--2~
Angland-.. aoman
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FISH &WU.DLlFE
, SERVICE

Reply To: 8330.01272 (04)

File Name: ELM UDRMP DBIS Comments Jan04.doc
Tracking Numbers: 04-255 ,

January 15, 2004

Memorandum

To: Deschutes Field Manager, Prineville USDI Bureau of Land Management, Oregon
Attn: Teal Purrington

'

'

,

,

.

~~~upervisot, Bend Field Office,Bend, ?regon ~. .~~
Comments on the Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement [log#: 1'-7-04-TA-0127] - '

From:

Subject:

The Fish and Wildlife Service Bend Field Office (Service) has reviewed your draft Upper
Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (UDRMP) dated
October 2003. The UDRMP analyzes the effects of a range of alternatives that address ,

,
significant issues concerning the management of approximately 404,000 acres (planning Area)
of lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). About 57% oithe lands are '

in'Deschutes County while about 36% are in Crook County. "

,
,

. . .

The Service recognizes and appreciates the significant efforts made by the BLM in providing a
collaborat~ve citizen involvement approach todevelop and analyze the draft UDRMP. The
Service has actively participated as ,a member of the Deschutes Provincial Advisory Conimittee,
and the Upper Deschutes' Resource Management Plan Issue Team, to advi~e the BLM during the
planning process:

'

'.

The UDRMP examines seven alternatives, including Alternative 1 the No Action/No Change
Alternative. All the aCtion alternatives (Alternatives 2-7) provide for a variety of differing levels
of-multiple uses. The six action alternatives provide for different resource management
emphasis and include: Alternative 2 -= least overall change from cun-ent management with an

TAKE PRII:?,E~~'
,

lNAMERICA~



2
emphasis on providing multiple uses in the same areas; Alternative 3 - ii1creases the emphasis
on reducing conflicts between human uses and wildlife habitat management objectives, and
separlitingrecreationaluses; Alternative4 - combines the approachesused in Alternatives 2 and
3, ~nd includes a greater emphasis on providing for recreation opportunities; Alternative 5 -
focuses on reduced or lower conflict activities and higher quality wildlife habitat within the
urban areas, and more reliance on broad-scale conservation 'approaches across the planning area;
AJternative 6 - emphasizes the future of effective wildlife habitat outside of the areas most

,

likely to be affected by residential and urban development; and Alternative 7 - combines'
various features of the previous alternatives. It places a greater emphasis on primary and ,

secondary wildlife habitat emphasis areas in the southeast or "rural" portion of !he planning area,
but also allows for increased amounts of year-round motorized use in much of the rural area.
Alternative 7 is BLM's preferred alternative, and therefore will be the focus of Service
comments. We offer,the following comments and recommendations to assist the BLM in
completing this analysis. '

The Service commends the BLM on their approach to developing the UDRMP and analyzing ,the
complex and significant land management issues resulting from rapid population growth and
subsequentincreasing demands on natural resources. We concur with you that ecosystem health :
arid diversity, inc1uding impacts to habitat and wildlife are key issues to <tnalyzein the UDRMP.
Of particular concern to the Service are the direct, indirect, ,and cumulative impacts to wildlife
and their habitat resulting from implementation of the Preferred Alternative. The Service'
appreciates your efforts to assess these'impacts through the use of source habitat, historic range
of variability of~egeta:tibn~ habitat effectiveness assessments; ~ildlife emphasis levels and
extensive use of GIS analysis and maps. However, we have concerns that the variety of
proposed activities within management areas will preclude your ability to achieve your
ecosystem goal to restore and 'support healthy ecosystems in conjunction with vegetation and
wild~ifehabitat needs. For exaniple, as presently proposed the Preferred Alternative allows for
extensive Off Highway Vehicle use within important habitat areas for special status species.

Our oomments focus on the following issues: 1) land management implications; 2) habitat
effectiveness model; 3) sage grouse and shrub steppe habitat; 4).transportation system planning;
5) wildlife emphasis; 6) juniper woodland management; 7) livestock grazing; 8) species of
concern; and 9) Oregon Military Department use. ' '

The effectiveness of habitat (Le., habitat quality and qua,ntity) within the Planning Area is the
primary concern for the Service. The Service recognizes that the population of Central Oregon is
projected to double between 199Qand 2010. The demand for amount and diversity of

,recreational opportunities (e.g., Off Highway Vehicle use) is expected to increase at a similar
rate. During the collaborative planning process lead by the BLM to resolve significant planning

,

issues within the planning area, it was generally recognized that wildlife habitat within BUvI
administered lands continues to be degraded in some areas as a result of adjacent urban
development (e.g., residential development in winter range, increased year round recreational

, motorized activities). For these and other' reasons, sage grouse, mule deer, a.ndpronghorn have
shown marked declines over the last 50 years throughoutthe planning area. Cumulatively, th,e
factors presented pose a challengin~ dilemma to resource managers. Our ability to restore and



3
support healthy ecosystems in conjunction with vegetation and wildlife habitatneeds, while
managingfor yxpectedincreases in human populationand use levels (Goals, Volume 2. p, 42) ,

will become more difficult over the life of the plan. As a result, the Service recommends that the
BLM fully evaiuatecunenthabitat conditipns (e.g., habitatfragmentation), wildlife trends, and
cumulative effects of all activities within the pIaiming area, ::j.nddevelop a focused management
directionnecessary,to ensure ecosystemviabilityfor the long term. '

GENERAL COMMENTS

Land Management Implications

The Service supports the designation of primary wildlife emphasis level as an appropriate tool to
identify areas where wildlife is one of the most important management considerations and to
retain high wildlife use. However, with wildlife disturbance from roads and trails being a key
concern for wildlife managers, the UDRMP has established a framework of conflicting resource

, management objectives between travel management designations and areas designated as
primary wildlife emphasis. Conflicting resource management objectives will be difficult to
manage and limit the effectiveness of the 'plan to meet either recreation or wildlife resource
objeCtives.

"

,

Alternative 7 proposes to reduce or eliminate Off Highway VehiCle COHV)use in some areas
and construct extensive networks of new and loop trail~ in other areas. Without successful,
implementation of the reductiori or elimination in OHV use that is called for in someareas,-tlie--
adverse affects will be expanded by creating, opening, Ofimproving OHV trails in other areas.,

,

Service Recommend~tion:
,.'

'

The Service rec9mmends..that the BLM establish a team that includes the Service, Oregon
Depart~ent of Fish and Wildlife Sen.dce, Crook and Deschutes CouI)ties, ~nd others, to assist
you in evaluating 'and monitoring the implementation of the use of roads and trails. ,Citizen/user
groups should be involved in this monitoring to bring transparency to the decision-maldng

,

process. In addition, we would urge that the closures and other regulation changes be '

implemented and monitored for successful implementation before expandingOHV facilities/trail '

int9 other areas of primary wiJdlife emphasis.

Habitat Effectiveness Model

-
The "Habitat Effectiveness" model was used to evaluate wildlife J1apitatdisturbance and, .

'fragmentation due to arterial, coUector, and right-of-way roads. The habitat effectiveness model
was modified from an elk habitat effectiveness model (Rowland eta!. 2000) and applied as an
iridex to also m,easure the percentage of available habitat that is usable by both sage grouse and
nlule deer. The Service recognizes that modeling can be an effective tool in analyzing the effects
of roads and recreation trails on wildlife, and we commend 'Youfor undertaking this analysis.
However, habitat effectiveness was calculat~d without including local roads and trails.' With
arterial, collector, and right-of-way roads, constituting less than one-half of the total miles of
roads within the planning ar~~, the modeling does not realistically assess wildlife impacts for'
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Alternatives2-7. Additionally;the UDRMP states that user created roads proliferate: an '

estimated 2,000 miles of user created roads or local roads that are'not maintained or officially
part of an integrated transportation system occur within the Planning Area. Because many of
these roads are not mapped, we would expect the model to under estimate habitat effectiveness.
We concUr with your guidelines to "where possible, maintain large, unfragmented patches of
habitat (1,000 to 2,000 acres)", and "target low densities of open motorized travel routes G; L5
mi/mi2)".

'
"

,

' '

.

Service Recommendations:
We re.commend that the Habitat EffeCtiveness model be run using all roads' (arterial, collector,,

. right-ot:-ways) and trails, and that the UDRMP EIS assess the cumulative impacts of these roads'
on wil<;llifeand habitat. Mitigation to offset dire~t, indirect, and cumulative adverse affects'
resulting from the extensive road network could be accomplished through an asses~ment of'the
user created and other roads, and closure and obliteration of targeted roads to maintain, protect, ,

and restore habitat quality, and to create suitable wildlife habitat patch size to support wildlife,
"

while still allowing access and reQreation. '
'

Sae:e Grouse and Shrub Steppe Habitat

The Service is particularly concerned with potential project impacts to the greater sage grouse
(Centrocercus urophasianus) (sage grouse), a species petitioned for listing under the Endangered
Species Act. The Service is currently conducting a'90-day review ofthe sage grouse,petition. ~.
Populations of sage grouse have been declining throughout much of its range since the 19308;--
primarily due to loss, degradation and fragmentation of habitat. Sage grouse are present within
the UDRMP area.

. .

The Prineville Pistrict b.egan a sage grouse study within the Deschutes Resource Area in 1988.
This area is located within the Planning Area; Millican Valley is considered to be an important
winteringarea for sage grouse; especially duringthe more severe winters. During the p~riod

'

from 1988-1993 male sage grouse experienced a ,significant decline.' Overall populatiqn ,
estimates were calculated in 1992 and 1993, witn 611 and 514 birds respectively. Current sage
pousee numbers on the study area were considered low compared to historic numbers in this area
and other parts of Oregon (USDI, 1994). .If BLM has updated information on the status of this
population, we request that this information be included in the EIS for tbe UDRMP.

- .. . .,

The Service concurs with the draft UDRMP Goals and Management Direction for Ecosystem
Health and Diversity (which includes wildlife and special status species including the sage
grouse). We support your cQmmitment to implement the Greater Sage-Grouse and Sagebrush-
Steppe Ecosystem Guidelines (2000) (A1ternativ~s,2-7), and to ensure. that grazing management
will be implemented to meet habitat and other resource objectives. We offer our a,ssistance in

.
working with you oIi habitat management and monitoring for special status species to help
ensure 'that projects will provide for the long-term conservation of the sage grouse find other',
special status species. '



Activities that can adversely impact sag~ grouse and their ha~itat include agricultural
conversion, rangeland conversion, including herbicide and mechanical treatments, off-highway
vehicle use, livestock management including grazing and seeding, juniper encroachment, exotic
species, wildfire, prescribed fire, structures, including fences, and recreational use. All of these
activities occur within the Planning Area.' .

5

ServiceRecommendations: .

The draft EIS should analyze the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the above rp.entioned
affects to the sage grouse population in the Planning Area, and discuss mitigation to offset
adverseimpacts:'

.

In order to provide an appropriate'effects analysis for impacts of roads and trails th~ habitat
effectiveness modeland the road influence index (Rn) should be run for sage grouse, deer and'
elk for all roads and trails.

pevelop a sage grouse conservation and restoration strategy prior to expanding roads or trails
within sage grouse yearlongand'probablehabitat areas.

.

Develop OHV management strategies for sage grouse use areas to maintain sage grouse habitat
and use by sage grouse.

. .

) Establish an independent review process to evaluate management plan effectiveness in meeting
the managementgoals and direction for sagegrodse and their habitat. '

, . .

"

Sage Grouse Habitat Fragmentation and Disturbance Analysis: In cooperation with the
BLM, we performed a habitat fragmentation analysis within yearlong and probable sage grouse

"
habitatwithin the plann~ngarea including:Horse Ridge, South Millican, North Millican, -
Prineville Reservoir, and portions of Millican Plateau management areas. To complete the
analysis, the BLM provided geographic information system (GIS) layers including: roads and

. trails,power line corridors,sage grouserange, restoration activity,and vegetation, ~ong others..
The assumption of the analysis is that the cumulative effect of roads, motorized trails, and power
lines, degrade sage grouse habitat by altering the use of these habitats by inhibiting movement,
causing displacement, and/or avoidance during bree,ding activities (February 15 - July 31).

Road densities were calculated within the sage grouse range of the planning area for both the
entire road/trail network, and for arterial, collector, private and right-of-way roads (i.e.,
'excluding local roads and trails) (Table!). The'data was summarized using the road density
categories 8; 1.5 milmi2, 1.5 - 25 milmi2, and ~ 2.5 milmi2) developed in the plan.

Tables 2' and 3 summarize road densities by geographic area for all roads and arterial, collector,
private, right-of-way roads, respectively. Figures land 2 pictorially sllmmarlze the sage grouse
fragmentation analysis for all roads and arterial, collector, private, right--of-way r9ads,
respectively. Figure 3 provides the geographic areas (Le., recreation management areas) within
the sage grouse analysis area. The entire analysis is preliminary, and the Service looks forward
to meeting with the BLM to discuss the analysis and review the findings. The Service greatly
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, appreciates the assistance and guidance provided by the BLM staff in the development of the

analysis. '
.

'

.

Service Recommendations:' ,
'. .

General findings and recommendations from the sage grouse habitat fragmentation and
disturbance analysis: ,

..

.

1) Sage grouse habitat is highly fragmented by roads and trails within the planning area. '

When including, all roads and trails, only two un-fragmented patches area greater than
2,000 acres.

'

'

,
,

'

,

2) The identification and conservation of un-fragmented patches is important.
Strategically closing roads and trails to enlarge un-fragmented patches within sage
grouse habitats could be an effective conservation strategy.' '

3) Sage grouse habitat requirement (e.g., lekking and brood rearing) would be best
served by strategically closing roads and trails adjacent to quality sage 'grouse habitats
to reduce disturbance from roads and trails and maximize reproductive success.

'

4) 'The fragmentation of sage grouse habitatfrom all roads, and the artenal, collector,
priv:ate, right-of-way roads, analysis indicates that the majority of the un-fragmented,
patches within sage grouse habitat are :::;250 acres. The Primary Wildlife Emphasis
guidelines targets un-fragmented habitat patches of 1,000 - 2,000 acres. The largest
low road density patches shown in Figures 1 and 2 warrant manag~mentattention and
road closures should be strongly considered in these areas.

Based oil currenfroaddensities and level of fragmenfation, establish motorized seasonal use
periods as closed f.romDecember 1- July.31 within areas identified as primary wildlife'
emphasis for sage grouse.

. .

. Review the road network and strategically close roads to both increase un-fragmented patches-;-as
well as, prQvide for quality sage grouse habitats to reduce disturbance from roads and trails.

Sage Grouse Restoration: The Service supports and encourages the implementation of projects
within "Priority Sage Grouse Restoration Areas" that maintain and restore ~hesagebrush steppe
plant community, particularly in areas that optimize conservation of the sage grouse.

Service Recommendations:
, The UDRMP should provide the framework for the future establishment of a sage grouse

, conservation strategy to: 1) prioritize restorationactions; 2) addressshort and long-term
restoration goals; and3) develop a monitoring and adaptive management process to ensure sage
grouse objectives are met. '

Establish a mechanism in the UDRMP to implement new motorized seasonal use periods within
areas restored for sage grouse:

'

The UDRMP EIS should analyze impacts resulting from the multiple uses proposed in the
alternatives to assess the adequacy of the plans to conserve the sage grouse. Information
regarding status of sage grouse within the Plan~ing Area and monitoring information on the
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condition of the range would be necessary in assessing project impacts to this speCies. .,We are
concerned that without a thorough analysis of effects to sage grouse, activities under the
UDRMPmay furtherdegrade importantsage grousehabitat.

.

Transportation System Plannine
, ,

The planning areais heavily roaded by all levels of routes, ranging from arterial systems to user
created local roads and OHV trails. Seasonal closures for motorized travel and distance buffers'
have typically been the primary techniques to manage these disturbances to wildlife in th~
planning area. Winter.range, seas,onal migration corridors, breeding sites, roosting sites, and
forginghabitat are sOTIleof the primary habitat components managed to limit disturbance from
motorized travel. .

. .

,
'. .. .

, In many locations acrossthe planning area, road densitycUITentlyexceeds 2.5 mi/mi2when
considering only arterial, collector, and right-of-way roads. For example, considering <;:mlythese
roads, 29% of the yearlong sage grouse habitat area (North Millican, South Millican, Horse
Ridge and portions within the Millican Plateau} exceeded 2.5 mi/mi2. When local roads and~
trails are included, 58% of the yearlong Bagegrouse habitat area exceeds 2.5 mi/mi2. These
areas are adversely impacted by high road density. Seasonal closures will be necessary across
large areas to .effectively manage the disturbance from roads to sage grouse, pronghorn, mule

. deer,and elk within areas identified as primarywildlife emphasis. .

.J
.

ServiceRecommendations: . . . ~-~---

The road density target for the open road network within primary wildlife emphasis areas should
be maintained at densities::; 1.5 mi/mi2 in order to benefit wildlife and retain high wildlife use.
Current road densities (including only arterial, collector, and right-of-way roads) exceed 1.5
mi/mi2 in ?O percent of the total area, and exceed 2.5 mi/mi2 in 30 perc~nt of the area,
respectively. ..

.Millican Road: This road decision was removedfrom the BIS process by legislative direction. .

However the BLM needs to be aware and plan for the changes in use that will develop once the
reconstruction and paving is completed. In addition to truck traffic on the route, recreationists
will likely use the more accessible area for hunting, rock-hounding, hildng, bildng, and OHV.

'use. The Millican road will degrade wildlife capabilities of the area.

ServiceRecommendations: ..

An analysis of effects of the Millican Road should be included as part of the cumulative impact
assessment in the UDRMP BIS.

Wildlife Emphasis

Wildlife Emphasis Levels: The UDRMP geographically identifies three wildlife emphasis
levels across the planning area, and provides guidelines for each including: 1) Pdmary wildlife.
emphasis (70 percent or greater habitat effectiveness; un-fragmented patches (1,000 - 2,000
'acres); and road densities::; 1.5 mi/mi2); 2) secondary wildlife emphasis (50 percent or greater
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habitat effectiveness; un-fragmented patches (400 - 800 acres); and road densities::; 2.5,' , ,

mi/mi2); and 3) minor wildlife emphasis (contributes to species occun-ence and distribution with
guidelines tied to minimum legal requirements).

'
'

Primary Wildlife Emphasis: The definition 'of ~'Pril1larywildlife emphasis" (VoluJ,lle 2, p. 37)
states "Areas allocated to primary emphasis are'intended to'benefit wildlife and retain high
wildlife use by applying one or more of the following guidelines." The list of guidelines
includes targets for Habitat Effectiveness, un-fragmented patches, road densities and a high
priority designation for restoration treatments. Please clarify what is meant by "applying one or '

more of the following guidelines". We aSSllmeit is intended to be "as applicable" to each site.
,

However, we are concerned that the language could be interpreted to mean that areas allocated to
primarY,Wildlife emphasis and are intended to benefit wiJdlifeand retain high wildlife use could
be met by applying only one of the guidelines (e;g., "rate as high priority for habitat restoration
treatments"). The fact that the geographic ar~a may be "identified" as high priority fo!, habitat
restoration treatments, should not be misconstrued to mean that prim'ary wildlife emphasis
guid~lines have been met for an area.

'
'

,

. .

In Alternative 7, primary wildlife emphasis areas include 100 percent of all sage grouse habitat,
73 percent of the golden eagle nesting and adjacent foraging areas, 75 percent of the elk and'deer
winter range, and 46 percent of the pronghorn antelope year-round habitat. The greatest overall

,

concentration of wildlife habitat is within the southeast portion of the UDRMP (HQrse Ridge,
South Millican, North Millican, Prineville Reservoir, and pQrtions of the Millican Plateau). The_~

, Service supports the premise provided by Alternative 7, to emphasize primary wildlife--- '
,management within areas where there are high concenttations of important habitat for multiple
wildlife species. Focusing limited resources to effectively manage and restore key wildlife'
habitat are,as will be essential to meet UDRMP objectives for wildlife. However,the Service is
concerned.that althll.ughAlternative 7 allocates 100 percent of sage grouse habitat (77,601 acres)
as "primary wildlife emphasis," the majority of the sage grouse habitat is open year round to
motorized use. Prior to including any additional miles of local roads and trails, Habitat

'

Effectiveness is already below target level (Table 4-4), as is r()ad density. Due to the heavily
roaded 'planning area, in order to achieve the guidelines developed for primary wildlife emphasis
for sage grouse (i.e., HE =70), and provide a OHV trail network, a large amount of arterial,
'collector, 'and all administratively controlled local roads, will need to be closed seasonally as
we~l as permanently.'

,
'

Service Recommendations:
, Allappropriate 'primarywildlife emphasisguidelinesfor habitat effectiveness, fragmentation,

road densities, and habitat restoration treatments, should be applied to ensure that future
proposed actions benefit wildlife and retain high wildlife use. Actions that do not benefit
wildlife or retain high wildlife use within primary wildlife ell1ph~sisareas should be modified or
discontinued to retain high wildlife use within these areas. '

.'

The habitat effectiveness ind~x of 70 percent should .bt~maintained as the minimum level
necessary to maintain primary wildlife emphasis. The decliningtrend of the local sage grouse
population, general loss and degradation of elk and deer winter range, the high number of user
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created road and trails being developed within North Millican, South Millican, a.ndHorse
Ridge, and the sometimes limi~ed effectiveness of rOfldclosures, will require a minimum Habitat
Effectiveness of 70 percent in order to provide for conditions that will ensure a benefit to wildlife
and retain high wildlife use within primary wildlife emphasis areas.

Motorized seasonal use periods 'Shouldbe implemented for Horse Ridge, and North Millic.an
geographic areas to be "closed from December 1stto July 31st." Without a seasonal closure and
effectively closing all local roads and trails, total road densities will exceed 1.5 mi/mi2 in 73
percent of the total area, and exceed 2.5 mi/mi2 in 54 percent of the area, respectively.

Given the potentialfor damaging lands and disrupting plant and wildlife populations, we ,

recommend establishing a monitoring protocol and adaptive management procedures in order to
track authorized and unauthorized OHV use and to allow effective and timely resource
management changes when necessary.

.

Jillliper W ood.ill!!!LManagement

Invasive Juniper Woodlands: The Service Would like to work with you onthe junip~r

.
woodland removal projects. We are particularly interested in the removal of junipers that have
invaded sage grouse habitat that still has the habitat potential to support sage grouse. We
recommend each project have site-specific ~nalysis. We suggest that BLM convene a committee
to assess the restoration potential of each site. The .removal of juniper may not result in the. .
expeGtoo::repopulatibnby native plant species that we want reestablished. The response of the
vegetation community to mechanical/fire removal of juniper will depend on the ecological
resiliens,e of each site.' Results of the restoration to achieve the desired range of condition will

.

likely be based on a number of factors including the type of fire, management practices after the
fire, presence of existing non-native species (e.g. cheat grass), and soil type; Removal oL
junipers will not necessarily resolve the problem and initiate the natural successional process to '

. reestablish native plant communities. Issues that may be key to successful restoration must be
.

addressed on a site specific basis and include: 1).type of resources still.present within the juniper
stand; 2) type of impact fire will have on the remaining bun~h grass and sage plant species;. and
3) potential for an undesirable annual non~native grassland mono culture. .

It is believed that natural fire regimes played a significant role in preventing juniper from
invading neighboring shrub-steppe plant communities. While natural disturbance regimes.
remained intact, the presence of juniper was limited to rocky outcrops, low sagebrush ,

communities, and other areas th~t hadJow fire frequencies..' Over the last century, however, fire
suppression, land m~magement practices, and climatic shifts enabled juniper populations to
expand. .
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It is apparent that the sem,i-arid plant communitie~ found within the UDRMP area can be
negatively impacted by juniper encroachment. Competition for light, water, and nutrients can
driv~ grasses and forbs from invaded sites. As juniper densities increase, even native shrubs can

. . be displaced. If invaded sites are locatedon slopes, theloss of understory plant species can
stimulate soil erosion. Once this occurs, it can be very difficult to reestablisp native plant
communities even when juniper is removed by cutting or burning methods.

It is possible that many of the plant communities subjected to juniper invasion within the.
UDRMP have crossed athreshold, resulting in floral changes that are often. irreversible.
Corresponding invasions of exotic annual grasses further complicate restoration efforts.

Service Recommenda,tions:
Juniper cutting and burning activities should bec10sely evaluated on a site-by-site basis. This
would enable the BLM to prioritize mechanical removal and burns on areas likely to respond
favorably to prescribeddisturbance,such as target sites still hosting adequate densities of

.

understory perennial bunchgrasses. The Eastern Oregon Agricultural Research Center, based
out of Burns, Oregon, has done a considerable amount of research on this issue and would be a
valuable asset in assisting in prioritizing juniper control efforts and prescribing follow-up
treatments to maintain or enhance the ecological i~tegrity of impacted plant communities. As
mentioned above, we recommend that BLM convene a committee to assess the restoration
potential of each site, and the Service would like to participate on that committee.

Old;growtlrJuniper Woodlands: Treatment objectives for Alternative 7 are based on restoring
historic condition. and range of old-growth woodlands/savanna within the planning area.
Treatments include: 1) treat larger acreages to expand current range of old woodlands towards
historic range; 2) thinning young juniper establishing in the interspace between the older trees;
and 3) managing for reestablishing old~growth juniper in areaS that they once existed. Field
surveys and historical accounts should be used to estimate pre-settlement structure/composition
of plant communities. The Service supports the proposed management of old-growth juniper
within the planning area. ,

.' .

Livestock Grazine: .

The Service recognizes that livestock grazing is not an action being analyzed under the UDRMP.
. Livestock grazingis distributed across the Planning Area. Heavy grazing diminishes food

supply and cover necessary for wildlife conservation and results in degraded habitats.BLM
Rangeland HealthStandards are a key mechanism for evaluating sage grouse habitat conditions.
The Service would like the opportunity to work cooperatively with the BLM when assessments
for rangeland health are being conductedwithin the range of the sage grouse.

.

Species of Concern

Oregon Spotted Frog and Riparian Habitat: The Service is concerned with potential project
impacts to the Oregon Spotted Frog (Rana pretiosa) (spotted frog), a candidate for listing under
the Endangered Species Act. Spotted frogs are almost entirely aquatic dependent, generally
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found in or near a perennial water body including shallow water zones with abundant
emergent or floating aquatic vegetation. Populations have been declining throughout most of its
range, primarily due to the filling of shallow wetlands, degradation and fragmentation of habitat
as well ,as the introduction of exotic predators. It is estimated that spotted frogs have disappeared
from more than 80 percent of their original range. Activities that can adversely impact spotted
frogs and their habitat include loss and degradation of habitat, exposure to contaminants, and
exotic species introduction. A survey of the Deschutes basin failed to firid spotted frogs at

-
historic sites between Sunriver, Oregon, and the Columbia River (Hayes, 1997). Spotted frogs
are present within the La Pine Management Area of the UDRMP (Bowerman and Flowerree,
2000).

.
.

.

The Service appreciates the opportunity to work with you on habitat.management fot long-term
conservation of the spotted frog in UDRMP waterways.

Se11Jice Recommendations:
The EIS should analyze direct, indirect and cumulative effects on riparian and shallow water
zone health, restoration, retention and expansion in regards toUvestock management, wildland
and prescribed fire activities, realty transactions, cont8.niinants use, and exotic species
introduction and control as they relate to spotted frogs and spotted frog habitat. Additional
information regarding the current status of the spotted frog ,population, maps of lmowri
oviposition sites and habitat co~dition monitoring data along waterways within the Planning

. Area would be useful in assessing project impacts to this species.
.

-~---

. Bald and Golden Eagles: Bald eagles were listed under the Endangered Species Act as an
endatlgered species in the .conterminous United States on March 6,1967.' The Pacific Northwest
Management Unit of bald eagles were subsequently down-lisied to threatened st~tus on February
14, 1978. Bald eagles within this management unit have achieved most recovery goals for

- delisting. Within the planning area, bald eagles are generally associated with rivers and
reservoirs, while golden eagles p~efer open country. Nesting behaviors for both bald and golden
eagles typically begin in January,.followed by egg laying and incubation from February to
March. Young are reared throughout April, May, and June. Fledging occurs in July and August.
Both eagle species are primarily predators but also opportunistic scavengers. Management plans
for bald eagles winter roosts and nest sites have not been developed- by the BLM to assist in the
long-term maintenance (e.g., protection for disturbance) and restoration of these critical habitats.

The Service is especially concerned about the un-authorized harassment of a gbiden eagle nest
site from OHV users, and potentiallybthers, along the Millican Road within the Millican'
Plateau. The legislative approved reconstruction and paving of the Millican Road raises.
additional concerns and management issues on the long term maintenance of this key' habitat as a
result of increases in truck traffic and OHV use adjacent to the nest.

. ,

Service Recommendations:
Develop eagle management plans for the maintenance (e.g., protection from disturbance) and

. restoration of these important habitat areas.
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Pygmy Rabbit: As stated in the UDRMP, populations of pygmy rabbit have been declining
thought its range. Within the planning area, pygmy rabbits are most closely associated with
areas supporting tall, dense clumps of Great Basin sag~brush. During most of the year, the
pygmy rabbit feeds almost exclusively on the leaves of Great Basin sagebrush. However, during

. summer,grass may account for up to 30-40% of the diet. Loss of favorab1e'habitatto .

agriculture, over-grazing, and conversion of sagebrush to exotic grasslands presents a threat to
the species. Roads and cleareq areas seem to be barriers to dispersal.

Service Recommendations:
We recommend that BLM conduct surveys for pygmy rabbit within suitable habitat to determine
if an existing population is extant within the Planning Area. Any newly found populations
shouldbe protected and monitored. . .

P'ronghorn Antelope: Cumulative effects of the combined activities on BLM-administered
lands, and actions on other lands in and immediately adjacent to the planning area, are expectec;l
to result in a decline in pronghorn habitat quality and in the numbers of pronghorn in the Bend-
Redmond, Mayfield and MillicanPlateau geographic areas. This expected decline would be due
to anticipated high levels of motorized 'use associated with high densities of roads and trails, and
other impacts resulting in habitat loss, degradation, and fragmentation. Pronghorn habitat quality
and numbers of pronghorn are expected to' remain stable in the Badlapds, Horse Ridge, North.
Millicall and South Millican geographic areas. Recent past and CUlTentvegetation management
efforts have contributed and likely ~i1l continue to contribute to suitable_pronghorn_habiJl!t
conditionsin theseareas. . -.-

Service Recommendation:
The Service is concerned with the low level (46 percent) of pronghorn antelope year round .
ha,bitat thatis proposed to be included within primary wildlife emphasis areas. We recommend
that BLM include a higher level (above 70 percent) of year-round habitat within the primary'
wildlife emphasis area. Weare available to work with you 'on this issue.

We also recomri1end that BLM, in partnership with other State and Federal agencies, develop a
multi-species habitat conservation strategy which includes; pronghorn antelope, sage grouse,
mule deer, elk and golden eagles within and adjacent to' the UDRMP. The strategy should
address habitat quality and quantity, travel corridors, winter range, seasonal use areas, $ocial
conflicts and environmental constraints related to wildlife, and the goals and management
direction outlined in the UDRMP.' .

-Oregon Military Department Use

Alternative 7 allows for expansion of military training from the existing;29,744 acres to 50,600
acres (13 percent of the Planning Area). The UDRMP states that "Alternative 7 also promotes
the restoration of the area by making additional lands available for permanent and temporary'
use". Please clarify what is meant by this sentence. It is our understanding that the general
logic is that spreading the impact across a larger area would reduce the concentration of the'
impact on.a single area. Three rotational training areaS would be designated and available for
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training for an estimated three years per area (totaling 20,054 acres). Appendix A of the
UDRMP states that the rotational training areas would be seleCted from BLM lands that have
been previously disturbed, are overused and in need of restoration. The Service is conQerned that
the Preferred Alternative will increase the impact of military training on wildlife and their habitat
across a significantly larger area. There is not sufficient information to determine whether the.
three year rotational scheme will allow the vegetation and damage to soils sufficient time to
recover. The UDRMP states that the military could providt'?funding to help restore areas that are
"heavil y impacted by recreational activity", to restore soil conditions, juniper removal, road
rehabilitation, assist BLM in deterring vandalism, and clean up of dumping across a broader
area~ We are unable to determine the effectiveness of this proposed mitigation to utilize military
funds and partnership to restore and revegatate areas due to the lack of information in the
UDRMP as to what this proposal consists of. . .' .

SenJice Recommendation:, ,

We recommend that the EIS include: 1) a complete analysis of the direct, indirect, and
cumulative'impacts associated with the military activities including long term affects of tracked
vehicles and other training activities on soils, vegetation, and wildlife, including impacts to
pronghorn antelope winter range; 2) a description and assessment of the success of the mitigation
restoration that has been completed by the military on the existing training facility; and 3) .

specific mitigation measures proposed to offset impacts, including the projected acreage of
'

restoration that is anticipated will be implemented on a yearly basis. This information should,
j include generalized r~storation plans including: a) plant species to be used, and from where the

- ~ geneticstock is derived; b) patch size and density of planting consistent with the vegetation
community to be restored: c) planting methodology including time of year; d) control of exotic
vegetation; and d) monitoring and reporting. We recommend that locally collected native seed
be used in the revegetation efforts.' '

.

. -'We recommend that tbe BLM impose restrictions on the use of areas that are heavily impacted
by recreational activity or dumping, rather than relying on the,military to mitigate tho~e impacts.

. .
We appreciate the opportunity to cominent on the UDRMP. The Service supports the BLM's
efforts to provide a comprehensive framework for managing the BLM-administeredpublic lands.
We would like to yvorkwith BLM to further protect and enhance fish and wildlife species and
their habitat in Central Oregon. If we can be of any assistance, or if you have any questions
regarding these comments, please contact me or Jerry Cordova at (541) 383-7146.

Attachments.

cc: Brian Ferry, ODFW, Prineville, OR
Glen Ardt, ODFW, 'Bend, OR
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i TABLE 1

Sage Grouse. Habitat excluding Private Lands' Percentage of
Acreage Total Habitat Acreage

46395. 39%
72072 61%

Yearlong
Probable

Total Acres 118467

. Road Density Acres of
Sage Grouse Habitat excluding Private Lands
Using ALL ROADS ANALYSIS .

Road Density Category
0 - 1.5 mi/mi2

1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi2

> 2.5 mi/mi2

Percentage of
Acreage'. . Total Habitat Acreage

36310 31%
20987 18%
61171 52%

Road Density Acres of . .'

Sage Grouse Habitat excluding Private Lands .

Using ARTERIA~, COLLECTOR, PRIVATE, AND PRIVATE ACCESS ROADS ANALYSIS
,

. Percentage of
Acreage. Total Habitat Acreage

72002 61%
23987 20%
22478 19%

Road Density Category
0 - 1.5 mi/mi2

1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi2
> 2.5 mi/mi2

-~-

Sage Grouse Habitat (Both Yearlong and Probable)
Listed by Recreation Management Area

NAME
Badlands WSA
Horse Ridge
Millican Plateau
North Millican
Prineville Reservoir
Research Natural Area
South Millican

Acreage
1353

22813
7045

47853 .

21272
608

17607

'1%
19%

.6%
.

40%
18%

1%
.15%

Total 118552



0 -1.5 mi/mi2 6009 5%
1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi2 4574 4%

> 2.5 mi/mi2 12200 10%

0 - 1.5 mi/mi2 3578 3%
1.5 - 2.5 milr:ni2 996 1%

> 2.5 mi/mi2 2463 2%

0 - 1.5 milmi2 13909 12%
1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi2 9034 8%

> 2.5 mi/mi2 24907 21%

0 - 1.5 mi/mi2 9973 8%
1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi2 4266 - .~-4%-~.

> 2:5 mi/mi2 7026 6%.

0 -1.5 mi/mi2 106 0%
1.5- 2.5 mi/mi2 124 0%

> 2.5 mi/mi2 - 37Q 0%

0 - 1.5 milmi2 2007 2%
1.5 - 2:5 mi/mi2 1887 2%

> 2.5 mi/mi2 13684 12%

TABLE 2

Road Density of Sage Grouse Habitat (Both Yearlong and Probable)
Using ALL ROADS ANAL YSIS
Listed by Recreation Management Area

NAME
Badlands.WSA

Road Density Category Acreage
0 - 1..5 lTli/mi2

1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi2

> 2.5 mi/mi2

Percentage of
Total Habitat Acreage

728 1%
106 0%
512 0%

Horse Ridge

i -

Millican Plateau

North Millican

Prineville .Reservoir

Research Natural Area

South Millican



0 - 1.5 mi/mi2 11416 10%
1.5" 2.5 mi/mi2 5458 5,%

,> 2.5 mi/mi2 5910 5%

0 - 1.5 mi/mi2: 4390 '4%
1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi2 ' 1184 1%

> 2.5 mi/mi2 ,1465 1%

0 - 1.5 mi/mi2 ,26477 22%
1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi2

'
11966 10%

> 2.5 mi/mi2 ,9406 8%

0,- 1.5 mi/mi2 17665 15%
1:5 - 2.5 mi/mi2 2074 2%

> 2.5 mi/mi2 1527 1%

0 - 1.5 mi/mi2 ,522 ,0%
1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi2 56 0%

> 2.5 mi/mi2 30 0%
"/

0 - 1.5 mi/mi2 , 10803 9(>/0

1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi2 3041 3%

> 2.5 mi/mi2 3724 3%

'"~
'"

)
TABLE 3

'Ro'ad Density of Sage Grouse Habitat (Both Yearlong and Probable) ,

Using ARTERIAL, COLLECTOR, PRIVATE, AND PRIVATE ACCESS ROADS ANALYSIS
Listed by Recreation Management ,Area -

NAME
Badlands WSA

Road Density Category Acreage
0 - 1.5 mi/m;2

1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi2

> ;2.5 mi/mi?

, Percentageof
Total H'abitat Acreage

728 1%
207 0%
416 0%

Horse Ridge

Millican Plateau

North Millican

Prineville Reservoir

)
/--

----..---.

Research Natural Area

South 'Millican

. I

._,)
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Bureau of land MaHagement
ATT:real Purrington
3050 NE 3rdSt
Prineville; Oregon 97754

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manaqement Draft

RECEIVE~~
JAN 3 0.2004

BLM fJRINEVILLE
DISTRtCT

As a concerned citizen and recreationist Iwould like to be on record as
supportive of motorized recreation dn BlM lahdsin Central Oregon,

The preferred alternative BlM is proposing does not adequately reflect
how an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly
affects our sport and the Users as there are no assurances BlM will ever
havethe resourcesto put together a designatedtrail system in the areas
proposed.

The aggressive vegetation management in All. 7 of the Juniper ..

woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

i}

,
-

We do not sUpport the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no.
motorizedopportunitiesat Prineville Reservoirand the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prinevilleresidents. .

Our use is-irrcreasing approximately 20% annually with sales, of OHV
equipment Hsted at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on BlM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the. best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to put trails out for several
different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail and
ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Print Name C::;;;g~ y
. 5d d"c;::6/L

Address /~;rCJ ~ P. J.{'- &'r-"
Signed'd~~~ ..

S7" If, ~ ~o 13ik'> of<..
,-

711°1

.#

. .
.~,,
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.,



(
,

,~.

, 1~,

I~',Iii
.J,;.

.J"",
'U~ .
..Ii'.

"I~,
'

t!.
~:r

;1',
:

~1'. J'
~\~ ~.~

,

'

~~ ~ ~
~~ ~.~

~ ~
~ ,~ ~
~

<~ ~~

.~

l.

""--"''''
'_. .....

,
~,:~,

:1.:-

~i":'

I

E;.

,""\1.~.~

~~,~.. .

"",,,,";.
~,"-.f

\ ~?:I

~'.!
t:'~'

: :~;..;
'~:j.

! .'~:,,:
-.

:..

':~~>'~'!'
. ~.
' .....

\"'"

i

. i

~
~

:~
~

.
'.-

R !<
~
-<n
~I )-
-1-ICI

;=
:,

- U.I

-..J

~'~~\:t ~~.~
'" ~~
~ :~~,

' f" ~ ~,

'"-> ri...

~ ,\r"
'IJ~,

1: ~
.....

~,
~

.~
.~ .,

i
\
{

#.

\j

1.J J J I.J J



'€~
January 5, 2004

RECENEP
2, 0 ~'2.QM

j~~
?R\~E\I\\.\..E

e\.1Vl
D\SiR\CiBureau of Land Management,

Prineville District Office
3050 NE Third St
Prineville, Oregon 97753

Upper Deschutes RMP Team,

As a concerned citizen that recreates in Oregon I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Oregon,
especially Central Oregon.

.
The preferred alternative BLMis proposing does not adequately reflect
how an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly
affects our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever
have the resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woqdlands wiUnegatively impact a proposed trail systein:.

.
--- ----~~.,._--

I do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? T1:1isis especially critical for the Lapine and Prineville area
residents..

.

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV
equipment listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not only.
not reflected in the severe limitations proposed for OHV use on BLM
land, it appears to be prejudicially discriminated against.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density criteria to allow for the
best use of the land, and for a designated trail system that will succeed. .

Micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas management will fail, and
ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

j \

BLM Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draff~ Specific area
issues; an~ obJections;

. .. .. . . .



In regard to Cline Buttes:

Pecks Milkvetch ACEC expansion - not what general consensus was
during issue team discussions. Increase of 6~OOO acres impacts historical
OHV use to an unacceptable level.

Separate systems for motorized and nonmotorized is not realistic and a
prescription for failure. It will polarize the users~ decrease every ones

- area of usage, does not support a multiple-use philosophy,
micromanages the area, and will increase ccmflicts among users. You
should be questioning the goals your agency followed that led you to
propose a "solution" such as this.

'

. .
The management direction in Alt. Tis unrealistic and beyond the scope
of BLM administrative resources.

The Tumalo canals are thought to be some of the best riding areas in the
area and too important to the users to c1o~e.

The Plan will not accommodate current use in Cline Buttes, and does not
address increased use/demand for the life of the plan. This is not logical,
and it is not good scientific problem solving. '

The Interim Plan is not defined enough for comment. ~~..-.-

In regard to Lapine:

Closure of historically open designation in all of BLM land bordering
Lapine, except Rosland Play area is not possible to implement with
current resources nor necessary for wildlife concerns. Wildlife does not
need ALL of the planning area. Area residents will be dramatically
impacted without due cause. '

Snowmobiling needs to be exempt from the limitations completely.

In regard to South Milican:

Issue team discussion of the area proposed an increase in the seasonal
use that is not noted in Alt 7. August thru April would be a necessary
addition to recreational opportunities considering all the recreational
opportunities Alt 7 takes from :motorized recreation and it would not
negatively impact wildlife concerns.

, In regard to Badlands:



CJE9
- This area is not critical habitat or deer winter range and ODF & W did

not have issue with usage in the Badlands. If wildlife concerns are
minimal, it is not good management to close it to OHV use due to social
issues unrelated to the use, i.e., fence cutting, garbage dumping,
partying and illegal hunting. The issue is inadequate on-the-ground
managem1.ent by your agency. Own it, and flX it. '

In regard to Prineville Reservoir:

Managing current OHV use by closure without any recreational
opportunities is unwarranted.

There are many opportunities for improvement in this for us all. I look
forward to discussing the upcoming OHV actions in the final
management plan with you.

Jim and Donna Green
5313 Highway-66,
Ashland,' OR 97520
E-mail: greenmeadowsinC@cs.com
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RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft BIS

"

t, JAN 2 0 2004

Dear Sir or Madani.:
" " BLMPRINEVILLE

DISTRICT
lani writfug not because I ride a motorcycle or an ATV. My personal interests are in fishing, snowmobiling and
hiking." I focus 'On sharing these experiences with my grandchildren and soon great grand children. I began
i:iitTOducing my children and. their friends to tlie'outdoorS liem;ly 40 years ago. ,I am writing because I.am
increasingly alanned at the growing eff-orts of laIld managemeIit agencies to limit, restrict and close access to

, historic recreational pursuits especially now that age and health begin to reduce my dependance on muscle
power; .I fiimly believe in:the !i1nporta:nce of introducing our children to their connection .to and dependance on the
land and teaching tllem the' respect for tlU;)land lllat will cany i~to tl'teir adult life. Please don't further restrict my
ability to do that, " '

,

To' begin with, ,1;wish to go on record as being supportive of multiple use 'including motorized recreation and of
realistic access for all users.

,
. . ~ .. . ...

"'."
.'.

The Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan Draft BIS preferred alternative as written does not address the
, Ji~ to' aCCbi:nmodat~'growth in motorized recreation. Readily available sales statistics will tell you that ATV sales
are outstripping all other recreational sales nationally. Rafting and canoeing are also fast growing pursuits in

~go:l:r.~~'Th~'~'~Cimjingcapacity" Iwork done in the last few years will tell you this recreating public requires more
~1?'ll9.~(iio;~~ss:',Yf~~ee~ more and larger staging areas and we need trails of varying degrees of difficulty and
l~p:gfu,;!;rJiisJ?~~!igpf ~Ucinds of trails, ATV, motorcycle, four whee! drive, snowmobile, bicycle, hiker, horse
arid virater. MUlnple USeIDigb.tmean a summer horse-motorcycle trail is a snowni6bile'1i3il m1:lie winter.
Adequate staging and parking areas are also a requirement Given the above assumptions, why in the world would
a preferred alternative propose a reduction in trails and in access?

Is the lack of any mention of four-wheel-drive trails an oversight? If so or if not, these users should be included
and their needs addressed in the final BIS.

"

,

The pref~rred alternative BLM,is proposing does not adequately refl,Cfcthow an interim policy will be implemented.
This interim policy greatly affects our sport and the users as there m:enq assurances BLM will ever have tile
resources to put together ,a designated trail system in tlle areas proposed. .Alternative #7 'Proposes an aggressive
vegetation management plan for the Juniper woodlands that will negatively impact a proposed trail system..
Vegetation can provide barriers and require twists and turns tllat make a trail much more interesting if not
challenging.

I earlier mentioned I anl a snowmobiler. Please take note that #1, I object to the closure of the historically open
designation of all BLM land bordering Lapine except the Roseland Play area and #2, I especially object as regards
to snowmobiles. The Deschutes National Forest wrote a Wild and Scenic River plan that would have inlposed a

,

similar closure a few years ago. FoIlowing a review of the Memorandum of Understanding between the Forest
Service and The American Council of Snowmobile Associatio~ls the Forest Service agreed to continue tlle open
designation with a commitment from local clubs to monitor for damage or degradation,

, It appears Alternative #7, proposes closure as a way to manage high use or problem areas. In other words abdicate
,ratller than manage. Tlus observation, applies to Lapine and to Prineville reservoir. Motorized access and
recreation in these areas should probabl~ be more intensely managed but elinunation is tlle easy way out. Just



.
UpperDeschutesRMPp2

because your job is complicated or difficult do-esn't mean you give it away. It makes more sense to increase
opportunities around population centers rather than reduce opportunities around population centers.

I do not support the Alternative #7 proposal to close the Badlands. The presence of a WSA is not an excuse to
change use patterns. It is a reason to proVide intensive maintenance of existing systems.. I recently listened to a
talk b O.S.U. Dean Hal Salwasser in which he conCluded

"Don't let philosophy masquerading as science fool you." Is that what we have here? I se no scien1ilic reason to
close Badlands.

-Please keep me advised of the progress of the Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and remember
Multiple Use.

Thank You.

. cerely,(
JJ'/J/!% d..- . {/ /Vtf..-n-.a

Jo
.
Mogstad, Blue Ribbon Liaison

Oregon State Snowmobile Association
4797 Old Dillard Road
Eugene, OR 97405

( 512111-/-

--"
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"Preserving our natural resources FOR the public instead 9f FROM the public"

P.O. BOX 1427 .IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO 83403.1427

891 Safstrom Drive
Idaho Falls, ID 83401
January 13,2004

RECEIVED
JAN 2 02004

Bureau of Land Management
Prineville District Office
3050'NE Third St
Prineville, OR 97753
~ention: Teal Purrington

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft EIS

Dear Ms. Purrington:

The BlueRibbon Coalition is a nationwide organization representing 600,000 motorized
tecreationists, equestrians, and resource users. We work with land managers to provide
recreation opportunities, preserve resources, and promote cooperation with other public
land users. Following are our comments on the Draft Environmental .Impact Statement
for the Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan (DEIS).

'

-~.,---------

Our members and member organizations in central Oregon have participated extensively
in the DEIS public process, which was lengthy and sometimes arduous. After
volunteering so much time in good faith, they are now ftustrated that the DEIS does not
reflect more ofthe~ effort. We offer the following comments, in hopes that the

,
document's deficiencies can be corrected in the final version:

'

. Crucial information which should have been available, and which should have
fonned the basis of the selected alternative, was either not obtained or used by
specialists. For example: road and trail densities, locations, and mileages;
impacts of current use. We hope that more of this information is appropriately
integrated into,the final. . '

"
Apparently, important consequences of implementing the presented alternatives
(including the selected) were not discussed or analyzed as required by NEP A. For
example: Displacement of recreation and its related impacts to other areas;
decrease in opportunity as the OHV population expands; impacts of changing
IToman open system to a designated trail system.

". The DEIS projects that its extensive proposed changes will be funded with the
participation of the ORY community through state funds. Unless the final plan
enjoys broad support ftom the OHV community, there Willbe a reluctance to
partner to the degree projected. The funds upon which the plan implementation
depends may not materialize if significant changes are not made.



2

. Our members are cqncerned about wildlife population targets. ,

. There isa danger that the interim plan may become "final" iffirm deadlines are.
not an integral part of the final plan.

. Our members have expressed concern that the DEIS' discussion of .
environmental consequences is disorganized and difficult to understand. Better
organization and clarity of presentation may alleviate a few of our concerns about
sufficient al1B,lysisof the environmental consequences.

Our members and member organizations have supplied excellent information to you, both
in written comment and in numerous meetings, regarding the specifics of certain areas
such as Cline Buttes, Prineville Reservoir, and Juniper Woodlands. We urge that the
final plan adopt their excellent suggestions. Please remember that for any plan to be
successfully implemented it needs the ownership and support fTOmthe users. It is not too
late to make the changes needed to the Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan to
make it a win-win plan::

.;,.., . .

I appreciate your s~rious consideration of my comments. Please keep m,einformed.

.
smcer,"

.
.

~..

~blic Lands Consultant
.Phone: 208-522-7339
e-mail: brad~ma@sharetrails. org ..~ ~
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Prineville Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management

,

ATTENTION:Draft Upper DeschutesRMP
3050 N.E. Third Street
Prineville, OR 97754

RECEIVED
JAN .2 0 '2004

BLAr! PRINEV/UE
DISTRICT

January 10,2004

Area Manager:

. Desert Survivors is a non-profit desert conservation organization based in Oakland, California.
Desert Survivors has an interest in the lands governed by the Prineville Field Office of the Bureau
of Land Management (BLM). Desert Survivors leads educational and recreational excursions on,
Bureau of Land Management lands, including those governed by the Prineville Field Office, as part
of its responsibility as a California public benefit, non-profit corporation. Desert Survivors has an
interest in seeing BLM lands, both Wilderness and non".Wilderness, continue in anatural and pristine
condition. Desert Survivors has 800 members. '

I have read your Draft Upper Deschutes RMP and am concerned about the level of off-road vehicle
use that is proposed. Closing 22% of Resource Area lands to off-road use is good, but what about

'the other 78%? Off-road vehicle use is one of the most destructive forces on our public lands, anc;l
the damage~~usedJ(l~ts a long time. The vehicles create visual eyesore and an ungodly racket
wherever~they are allowed. Arid the users don't care at all about the needs or desires of others for
peace and quiet, not to speak of freedom from having to witness their destructive effects.

Desert Survivors urges you to curtail abuse by such vehicles in your ResourceArea and to put more
restrictions into your Management Plan. I would say that reversing the figures would be a go6Clstart:
22% of the area with use on designated roads, 78% closed to ORYs. That would serve the rest of

"

us.

Hunters, fishermen, tourists, retirees, backpackers, birdwatchers, Boy Scouts, wildlife biologists,
"

,..' -.
rock hounds, photographers, sightseers and many others use these lands. We don't want to give
them up to the privileged few with big ugly dirt machines that tear up the land and leave it shredded
for future generations.

t .

You have put no new plan for enforcing restrictions on ORV violators into your document. That's
reason enough to turn the figures around. Keep the abusers bottled up in as small an area as possible., .

Please send me a copy of your Final Plan.

SteveTabor, President J'/-u.e,
Desert ,Survivors
P.O. Box 20991
Oakland, CA 94620-0991

~~

Phone: (510) 769-1706
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OREGON MILITARY DEPARTMENT

HEADQUARTERS, OREGON NATIONAL.GUARD
. OFFICE OF THE ADJUTANT GENERAL

1776 MILITIA WAY
P.O. BOX 14350

SALEM, OREGON 97309.5047

January 15,2004

RECEIVED
Ms. Teal Purrington
Bureau of Land Management
3050 NE Third Street
Prineville, Oregon 97745

JAN 2 0 2004

8W PRINEVIUE
DISTRICT

Dear Ms. Purrington:

In response to the public comment period for the Bureau of Land Management's Draft Upper
Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (UDRMP-EIS), and as a
cooperating agency, the Oregon Military Department presents the following general comments and the
attached detailed list ofreview comments on the Draft UDRMP-EIS. The Oregon Military Department
provides its reserved endorsement ofthe UDRMP-EIS and specifically a reserved endorsement ofthe

.

BLM's preferred alternative, Alternative 7. The Oregon Military Department has reservations concerning
theUDRMP-EIS and the alternatives based on what this Depar1:J:i1entinterprets as wealmesses and
inconsistencies within the UDRMP-EIS. .

-- ~-_.
~-..,..---

The goal of the Oregon Military Department is to obtain a long-term land use agreement with the
Bureau of Land Management for the cooperative use of the Biak Training Center in central Oregon. The
Oregon Military Department requires a maneuver training area within the State of Oregon to train .

mechanized, mounted and dismounted National Guard Units to support their State and Federal missions.
Cur-tently the-Oregon Military Department has no other comparable training site to the Biak Training
Center in Oregon. Comparable out of state maneuver training areas are cost prohibitive and movement
times to and fTomsuch out of state locations result in the loss of effective training time and will increase

.maintenance costs on vehicles and other equipment, resulting in an overall decrease in the effective
readiness of Oregon National Guard units to fulfill their mission requirements. The indirect consequence
of the loss of effective maneuver training land within Oregon is a decrease of the Oregon Natiomi.l
Guard's readiness to meet State and Federal missions and emergency plans. Conse'qliently the BLM' s
proposed action affects the overall public health and safety and negative effects on National Guard
readiness may present inconsistencies with State and Federal plans and programs. The BLM's purpose
and need statement regarding the Oregon Military Department and National Guard inadequately
addresses this goal.

.

As a cooperating agency, representatives of this Department have repeatedly stated, through the
BLM's Issue/Interest Team, the BLM's futeragency futerdisciplinary Team, and the South Redmond Area
Collaborative Planning Group, this Department's position that we cannot effectively evaluate a land
allocation decision by the BLM without alsolmowing the specific Terms and Conditions to ~e placed on
military training activities. This Department considers th6land allocation, the length of the land
allocation agreement, and the specific Terms and Conditions of use as being intrinsically related.
However as a cooperating agency, this Department had no visibility or input into the development ofthe

) BLM's ManagementDirection containedin Volume ill of this UDRMP-EISand was affordedno



opportunity to reView or comment on BLM Management Direction until this public comment period.
Based on a meeting with Mr. BalTon Bail, BLM District Manager, in 2003 we were under the impression
that this Department would be afforded the opportunities normally associated with common courtesy of a
cooperating agency. This was not the case with respect to Volume lITthat contains the standards and
guides ofthis plan. While the Oregon Military Department supports the general BLM intent and goals
established for the UDRMP-EIS, there are a number of inconsistencies and problems that still need to be
clarified and resolved. For example, in the BLM's management direction statements common to all
alternatives, both in Volume ITand ill, the Bureau states that any military land use agreement will ensure
consistency with "environmental requirements". Yet the BLM does not provide a complete listing of
those "environmental requirements". Another example, while the BLM provides for the allocation of
remote rotational training areas in Alternatives 6 and 7, within the Standards and Guides contained with
Volume ill, the BLM designates the Steamboat Rock area as being "closed to full size vehicles", thus
simultaneously closing this area to most potential military training activities. Consequently, the Oregon
Military Department will have to further assess the viability of using this area to determine if it meets the
needs ofthe Oregon National Guard. Likewise, BLM designates other lands for military use but, then
underBLM recreational or transportation management direction also either restricts off highway vehicle,
use to designated roads and trails or designates most roads for potential closure, effectively cutting access
to those areas at some future time. Based on these examples, the Oregon Military Department can
provide only a limit~d and reserved endorsement of the BLM's Draft UDRMP-EIS as cUlTentlywritten.

The Oregon Military Department requests that the BLM meet and consult with this Department to
. resolve and clarify issues regardingthe Draft UDRMP-EIS. The Department requests, in accordance
with 43 CFR §1610.3, that the BLM Area Manager notify and identify for this Department
inconsistencies between the UDRMP-EIS and related National Guard and State "plans, policies, or
programs",' We will continue to cooperate with the BLM to identify the inconsistenci~s within tbe plan~
and work to resolve them in a manner consistent with the stated requirements and the needsoftliis
agency. I am forwarding copies ofthis letter to Mr. Jim Brown and Mr. Lance Clark of the State
Governor's office.

Sincerely,

~c.~
Brigadier General
Acting Adjutant General

Enclosure

""'.-:,
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Oregon Military Department, Enclosure 1, 14 January 2004

'Comments on DRAFT Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, dated October 2003.
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8 2

13 4-6
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23

5
7

26 7

26 7
~

39
53

4
7

3

Oregon Military Department (OMD) agrees with the BLM's statement that OMD has land
management responsibilities within the planning area, specifically the Biak Training
Center, and will be using this environmental analysis to support future OMD or Oregon
National Guard (ORNG) decisions.
OMD agrees with the BLM's guidance statement providing for long-term shared use of the
BLM administered lands by the ORNG

OMD agrees with BLM' s rationale for identification of the preferr~d alternative to meet
"long-term military training needs" are concerned in so far as the land allocation decision
is identified within the preferred alternative. While this document develops "Standards
and Guides" regarding that long-term use, it does not identify for the OMD what training
activities would be considered a ro riate in the future for an s ecific land area.

2-3 ViThileOMD agrees with the BLM's statement that high road and trail densities "can"
break up wildlife habitat, the numeric density threshold and extent to which primitive
roads and trails do break up wildlife habitat in the UPDR.J\1Phigh desert environment is
not clearly understood. Additionally, OMD believes that frequency of use, as addressed in
the next paragraph, is also a factor but that these factors are interrelated, are semi-
de endent variables, and could be inversel related.
OMD believes that this "Purpose and Need" statement regarding the "Oregon Military
Department and National Guard" is inadequate. The statement does not identify t1J.eneed
of the OMD to maintain a large training maneuver area within the State of Oregon for the
purpose of training National Guard troops and maintaining troop readiness in support of
State and national missions to include State emergencies' effecting the public health and
safety. This purpose and need statement does not identify the issue that there is no
comparable maneUver training area within the State of Oregon. The purpose and need
statement also inadequately addresses the need for a long-term (30 year) land use
agreement for training lands in order to appropriately obtain congressional funding to
adequately resource the Training Center in terms of program, manpower, and equipment.
ProgIams include the Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan for the purpose of
maintaining the natural setting of the Training Center, the Integrated Cultural Resources
Management Plan the protection of archeological resources, and the development of the
Integrated Wildland Fire Management Plan for the protection ofresoUfces and the local
communities from wildland fire.
Change sentence to read as follows: ''Noise and dust from training may disturb..."

Change sentence to read as follows: "The Oregon Military Department recently completed
both an Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and an Integrated Cultural
Resources Mana ement Plan that ide their resource activities within the ermit area."
Change sentence to read as follows: "Public land use supports the military training
purposes of the Biak Training Center where those activities are consistent with public
natural and cultural resource objectives and provide a reliable long-term land base for
trainin 0 erations."
Change name to read: "Biak Training Center". This may be a global change within the
documents.
See comment above for Volume T,page xxxv, paragraph 5, sentence 3.

OMD agrees with BLM's general management direction statement common to all
alternatives with respect to "Milimry Uses". However, OMD requests BLM to clarify or
reference in this statement the source or location of the "environmental requirements"
withinthis documentor the proceduresto establishsuchin the future before OMDcan

'
knowingl fully accept this mana ement statement.

2

1

3

3

5

1



Oregon Military Department, Enclosure 1, 14 January 2004
Comments on DRAFT Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, dated October 2003.
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5-6 Tbis Wagon Roads ACEC management direction is consistent with the Biak Training
Center's current INRMP, ICRMP and SOP regarding the Homer Road and can be
extended by OMD to the Bend-Prineville Road. Current Biale SOP calls for a restriction
on the Homer Road to light wheeled vehicles only and in convoys of four or few vebicles
to ether.
Historic and current BLM and OMD management allows for military off road wheeled
vehicle use in the vicinity of these roads. OMD requests the continuation of this
management policy and in turn can provide for additional specific mitigation actions
within the Wagon Roads ACEC. Such a variance within this ACEC would be consistent
with management direction common all action alternatives described on page 87. Such a
continuation is also consistent to BLM's Allowable Uses as identified in Volume III, page
54, bullet 4.
Change this sentence to read as follows: "Common to Alternatives 2-7 would be the use of
at least a minimum of21,000 acres within the core area of the Biale Training Center for
Ion -term militar use.
See comment above for Volume n, page 26, paragraph 71sentence 3, globally change
"BIAK trainin center" to read "Biale Trainin Center" in all documents.
Tbis BLM management policy is consistent with OMD Special Use Permit Terms and
Conditions and BialeTraining Center SOP that already prohibits military training activities
on the ublic lands with live ro' ectile firin. ammunition.
See comment above for Volume n, page 53, paragraph 7. OMD requests BLM to clarify
or reference in this statement the source or location of the "environmental requirements" or
the procedures to establish such in the future before OMD can knowingly fully accept this
management statement.
The italicized title to this par,agraph should be deleted. The paragraph does not address
area "classification type" or "type oftraining~' as suggested by the title.
Tbis sentence should.:.bemoved to the following "Buffer Areas" paragraph imd changed to
read as follows: "The Training Center boundary shall include a ~ mile wide buffer inside
the boundary when that boundary is in direct contact with or within a~ mile proxiIDity to
private property. Military training activities will be restricted to light dismounted training
activities within this buffer zone and there shall be no discharge of blank ammunition
within the buffer zone. Tbis buffer zone however does not preclude vehicle movement to
or from the Training Center along OMD-BLM designated roads through the buffer zone
for access ose to the Trainin Center."
OMD suggests moving this entire paragraph on "buffer areas" to page 53 and place this
paragraph under "Military Uses" under Management Direction Common to all
Alternatives.

.

Change this s.entence to read as follows: "Alternative 3 Would provide about 8000 less
acres for long -term military training." Delete that portion of the sentence stating that this
is " "

80

87

87

97

112

113

113

118

;
131

131

II 138

1

2

4

4

1

7

2

2-

3

2

7

7

2

3-4

2

2

2

1

2

5

6

OMD does not concur with or support BLM Alternative 3. OMD considers Alternative 3
as not meeting the purpose and need. See comment above regarding Volume n, page 13.
As noted in the BLM's analysis of environmental consequences, Volume n, page 463,
rehabilitation efforts will be impaired and the quality of the natural resources will be
reduced and ne ativel acted to unmana eable lev~ls b Arm and BLM standards.
OMD suggests the addition of a sentence to the end of this paragraph stating: "Public lands
located immediately east of the airport but west of the Canal and adjacent to the OMD's
Central Oregon Unit and Training Equipment site, which is OMD owned land, would be
retained as art of the Biak Trainin Center".
Change this sentence to read as follows: "Alternative 4 would decrease the available area
for long-term training from Alternative 1, the existing condition, by approximately 3,500
acres."

2
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Comments on DRAFT Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, ,dated October 2003.
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II OMD does pot concur with or support BLM Alternative 4. OMD considers Alternative 4
as not meeting the purpose and need. See comment above regarding Volume n, page 13.

'As noted in the BLM's analYsis of environmental consequences, Volume n, page 463,
rehabilitation efforts will have to be "more intensive" and consequently more prone to
failure and the quality of the natural resources will be reduced and negatively impacted to
unmanageable levels by Army and BLM standards. Additionally, the BLM states on page
463 that training activities "may be modified" without stating what will be the
environmental requirements for this alternative which would require modification of
training activities.
Change this sentence to read as follows: "Military use would be permitted as shown in'the
Alternative 4 illustration on Ma 35, Ore on Mill De artment Use Areas."
OMD suggests moving this entire paragraph on buffer areas to page 53 as per comment
above regarding Volume n, page 113, paragraph 3. In combining these paragraphs, OMD
also su ests deletin the followin hase:'"

.
"

OMD suggests deleting this entire paragraph per comments above regarding Volume n,
page 113, paragraph 3 and page 149, paragraph 4. OMD also suggests that to be consistent
between all alternatives, the buffer be retained a ~ mile.
OMD is concerned about the appropriate military uses, local resident/community concerns,
and encroachment issues regarding rotation area #1, the Steamboat Rock area. This area is
split by Lower Bridge Road and is adjacent to the Deschutes Wild and Scenic River
Corridor and Crooked River Ranch. The OMD can identify no immediate training area
requirement for this land allocation but is willing to assess the potential for use of this area.
OMD's preference is to utilize areas 2 and 3. Areas 2 and 3 better fit within the design and
intent QfOMD' s future training activities noting that OMD used Area 2 during the 2002
brigade training exercise.
Change this sentence to read as follows: "Three rotational training area,swould be
designated so that anyone rotation training area wouJd be available for.training for a
specific duration, estimated at three years per area". -'-~-

,

Also see comment above concemin this ara a h.
Change this sentence to read as follows: "Military use would be allowed in those areas
identified for Alternative 6 as shown on Ma 36."
BLM should be aware and understand that the OMD only has limited resourc~s to provide
restoration. OMD's commitment is to range rehabilitation ost military training activities.
Change this sentence to read as follows: ''Military use WQuldbe allowed in those areas
identified for Alternative 7 as shown on Map 36. The core training area under this
alternative is a roximatel 27,934 acres."

,

See comment above regarding Volume n, page 182, paragraph 1. OMD's concerns here
remain the same as stated above for that section.
Under the heading of ''Military'' land uses, OMD requests that the BLM separate out the
core training area land allocation and percentage from the rotational training area land
allocation in this comparison of alternatives. This separation will better serve the public in
understanding the land area allocations between the alternatives, especially in regards to
Alternatives 6 and 7.
OMD requests that this discussion of the local area history include information regarding
military training use and development in central Oregon during Warid War II. For
example, the military developed or expanded many of the current airport facilities in use
oy the local communities today. The military built many facilities still in use today, for
example the Great Hall at Sunriver. Such facilities owe their origin to historic 20thcentury
military training activities in central Oregon and such activities provide economic input to
the local econom as well as su orted natIonal interests durin wartime.
OMD requests that the BLM insert after this sentence, for public clarity and consistency
within tbis plan, a copy of the statement contained in the last sentence on page 356,
paragraph 4: "Typically, military activities do not impact old growth juniper trees or
sna s."

149 2-4

182':' 1 2

226 2

241 4 3

3



Oregon Military Department, Enclosure 1, 14 January 2004
Comments on DRAFT Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, dated October 2003.
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OMD requests that the BLM also include information here regarding the fact that the
OMD cooperates with BLM management direction regarding control of noxious weeds
and that OMD annual funds a noxious weed abatement program in accordance with BLM
mana ement oals and direction.
OMD requests that the BLM also include information here regarding the fact that OMD
cooperates with the BLM fITemanagement program, that OMD is required by the existing
permit to provide for wildland fire protection for training areas in use during training
activities, and that OMD is currently working on an Integrated Wildland Fire Management
Program as part of its effort to improve interagency cooperation regarding wildland fITe
control issues.
See comment above for Volume n, page 26, paragraph 7, sentence 3, concerning globally
re lacin "BMK: Trainin Center" with "Biak Trainin Center".
Change this sentence to read as follows: "The current Training Center boundary is
dis la ed as Alternative 1 on Ma 35."
Change this sentence to read as follows: "While use oftlle Training Center is expected to
remain cyclical, the average annual training usage for the Biak Training Center is expected'
to range around 12,000 man-days per year or on average less than 70 days per year given
the current force structure witl1inthe Oregon National Guard. Of those 70 days, 15 days or
20 percent of the training days involve activities at developed trainlng sites such as the
Brett Hall and the Central Oregon Unit Training and Equipment Site (COUTES) and
ilierefore occur on lands outside of the sco e ofilie resource mana ement Ian."
OMD requests BLM to define and clarify the statement "There are also restrictions on use
of vehicles, excavation activi ,and uses near rivate ro e ".
OMD requests that ilie BLM also include information here under the heading of
"Rehabilitation" iliat the OMD has boili an Integrated Natural Resources Management
Plan and Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan. The OMD is a cooperator in
BLM resource management goals and directions. TheD1ID2~:I1al;>ilitationprogram has
been a long-term program with a continual expenditure of funds over the past 15 years.
The OMD's rehabilitation efforts are reviewed by BLM and use BLM prescriptions for
vegetation seeding. Under these programs, the OMD is a cooperator in noxious weed
control and under the requirements ofOMD's land use permit with the BLM, OMD also

rovides for wildland fire rotection oftrainin areas used during trainin activities.
Change this sentence to read as follows entering in ilie use of a colon: "The pla:iming area
has existin withdrawals for: "
OMD request the BLM include the following sentence: "The OMD has an Integrated
Natural Resources Management Plan with ilie goal of protecting and preservmg.
archaeological resources from damage due to military training activities and cooperates
wiili the BLM's cultural resource mana ement oals and direction."
OMD requests the BLM include the following sentence: "The OMD cooperates with BLM
management of these historic roads and has voluntarily witllin its SOP restricted military
tra:fficon ilie Homer Road by reducing the numbers and size of military vehicles allowed
to use iliis route for training purposes."

.

5

1

1

3
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OMD requests that the BLM identifies and includes under the topic of direct effects that
BLM actions have direct effect on the allowable area and type of military training
activities to occur within that area. This indirectly affects the readiness and safety of
soldiers in the performance of their state and national missions. Indirect effects also
include changes to existing OMD plans and programs in that new BLM requirements and
environmental regulations will require OMD to update and change its existing plans and
programs to conform to new BLM guidelines. While the BLM's plan focuses on direct
and indirect effects to natural and cultural resources, a key element ofNEP A is the
determination of "the degree to which the proposed action affects public health and
safety" (40 CFR §1508.27(b)(2)). The Oregon National Guard's readiness indirectly
effects the public health and safety of the citizens of Oregon. Additionally, the BLM must
advise the OMD within this plan of any inconsistencies between the UDRMP and ORNG
plans in accordance with 43 CPR §1610.3-1 as well as identify those inconsistencies to the
Governor of the State of Oregon in accordance with 43 CFR §1610.3-2(e). Consequently,
the OMD considers the BLM's development of the direct and indirect consequences of
this plan on military readiness and the subsequent safety of the citizens of Oregon as being
deficient.

.

Change this sentence to read as follows: "Typically, military activities do not impact old
growthjuniper 1rees or snags." Also see comment above for Volume II, page 241,
paragraph 4, sentence 3 concerning moving a copy of this statement and inserting it after
that sentence3. .

OMD requests BLM to include a statement that under the "Review Update of the 1995
Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy" that the OMD/ORNG is preparing an
Integrated Wildland Fire Management Policy for the purpose of improving interagency
coordination and standardization in providing for wildland fire control and suppression.
Additionally the OMD is required under its existing land use permit to provide for fire

rotectioli of1rainin areas in use durin eriods of1rainin activities.
OMD requests the continuation of current BLM management policy in regards to military
access to the Wagon Roads ACEC as per comment above for Volume II, page 80,
paragraph 2, sentences 3-4. Such a continuation is consistent to BLM's Allowable Uses
as identified in Volume ill, a e 54, bullet 4.
OMD requests BLM to amend this sentence to include the following statement:
"Continuation of long-term use would be subject to periodic review of both the National
Guard and BLM'sstandards and guidelines and review and monitoring of the National
Guard's performance in meeting the standards and guides for the purpose of allowing for
adjustments to 1raining activities, mitigation programs, and overall State wide 1raining
oals and s1rate ." .

See comment above for Volume II, page 214, Table 2-1. OMD requests BLM to separate
out total acreage, core 1raining area acreage from rotation area acreage and percentages,
s ecificall for Alternatives 6 and 7, to cla' these oints for the ublic.
OMD requests BLM to clearly identify inconsistencies between agency plans and
activities, defme environmental requirements for each alternative and clearly state what
modifications to military 1raining activities may be necessary. Refer to comment above
on Volume II, age 356, ara a h2. .

Change this sentence to read as follows: "Alternative 7 is similar to Alternative 6 except
that lands south of the BPA power line corridor and west of the North Unit Main Canal
and Pron horn Resort Road are removed/eliminated from the Trainin Center.
Change this sentence to read as follows: "With the exception of public lands immediately
east of the airport and adjacent to OMD's Cen1rillOregon Unit and Training and
Equipment Site (COUTES), the military would probably replace 1raining currently done
west ofthe North Unit Canal to the area north of Highway 126 to avoid conflicts with the
Pronghorn Resort development."

5

3

1

4

5
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3 Change this sentence to read as follows: "BLM and the OMD estimate that training would'
occur about 5 to 7 days per year in the rotational areas, which would reduce training days
on the core trainin area to an estimated 48 da s er ear."
This paragraph can be deleted since it is redundant to information contained within
VolumeII, age463, ara ra h 8. .

OMD requests that the BLM clarify this analysis of alternatives, identifying the
environmental requirements and restrictions being placed on military training activities
and identifying the inconsistencies between current planning and uses and those being
developed under resource management plan in accordance with 43 CFR §1610.3-1(c) and
§161O.3-2(e). This is particularly crucial in considering Alternatives 3 and 4. Referto
comments and concerns expressed above for: Volume I, page XXXV, paragraph 5; and
Volume II: a e 53; a e 356, ara a h 2.
Ditto.

Ditto.

Ditto.

Ditto.

Ditto.

7

OMD requests the continuation of current BLM management policy in regards to military
access to the Wagon Roads ACEC as per comment above for Volume II, page 80,
paragraph 2, sentences 3-4 and Volume II, page 434, paragraph 7, sentence 5. Such a
continuation is consistent to BLM's Allowable Uses as identified in Volume III, page 54,
bullet 4.
Change this sentence to read as follows: "Designating an adequate public land base for
long-term 1'11ilitarytraining provides the OMD opportunity to apply for congressional
funding for major infrastructure development and projects to improve the Training Center;
with construction and a gradual increase in training activities, the economic benefits are
expected to gradually increase above the 2002 level. Natural resource projects, including
range rehabilitation work and the development of an Integrated Wildland Fire
Management Program, which will improve wildland fire protection, will provide
additional economic benefit to the BLM and local communi !' .

See comment above for Volume II, page 26, paragraph 7, sentence 3: Globally change
"~Trainin Center" to read "Biak Trainin Center",
Change this sentence to read as follows: "The Biak Training Center cannot qualify for
congressional funding Ofcapitol improvement projects unless OMD obtains a long-term
land use agreement of at least 30 years. Such improvements and upgrades will qualify the
Training Center for a change in the National Guard Bureau's rating of the Training Center
from a local training center to an intermediate training center. This change in rating will
also enhance the OMD's ability to obtain additional funding for full time manpower and
e ui ment to staff the Trainin Center."
OMD recommends that the BLM include here a list of the Cooperating Agencies.

4-5

OMD concurs with Objective MU-I, the Rationale and Guidelines applicable to Objective
MD-I with one caveat. OMD's representative has repeatedly stated OMD's position to
the BLM that OMD cannot adequately assess the land allocation decision of the BLM
without also fully knowing the Terms and Conditions of such use. OMD continues to
express its opinion and concern that land allocation, the defined length of use, and the
Terms and Conditions of use are intrinsically related issues and cannot be adequately
assess without full knowledge or consideration of all those factors together. QMD
contends that BLM camlOtfully and knowledgeably identify inconsistencies between
BLM and OMD/National Guard plans and programs as required within 43 CFR §16IO.3
without consideration of all three factors to ether.

6
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See comment above regarding Volume III, page 20.

OMD concurs with this wildlife guideline to develop a habitat management plan in
coordination with the BLM.'

,

Third Bullet Statement: OMD concurs with this Wagon Road ACEC allowable use noting
that the Biak Training Center's Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) already voluntarily
restricts vehicle use along the Horner Road by limiting type and number of vehicles
allowed. OMP requeststhat this managementdirectionidentifiedas "common" to all ,

action alternatives be consistently identified and applied in Volume II: page 80, paragraph
2; page 434, paragraph 7; and page 545, paragraph 3. OMP also suggests that the second
sentence of this bullet be changed to read as follows: ''Locations where tracked vehicles
would cross the historic roads will be determined in consultation with the Oregon Military
De artment."
OMD concurs with these BLM management objectives, rationale and guidelines.

OMD requests BLM under Guidelines for OHV Objective R-I for the Bend/Redmond
geographic area to state Guidelines applicable to military OHV use of the Biak Training
Center and lands deemed appropriate for military training use. OMD cannot concur with
this Ob' ective without knowin the Terms and Conditions bein a lied to rnilita use.
OMD concurs with BLM OHV management Objective R-2, the Rationale and Guidelines
a licable to Objective R-2.
OMD requests BLM under Guidelines for OHV ObjectiveR-1 for the Millican Plateau
geographic area to state Guidelines applicable to military OHV use of the Biak Training
Center and lands deemed appropriate for military training use. OMD cannot concur with
this Objective without knowing the Terms and Conditions being applied to military use.
See comment above re ardin Volume III, a e 77.
OMD concurs with BLM transportation management Objective TU-4. OMD requests
BLM to identify consistencies and inconsistencies between this objective and OHV
Objective R-I for the BendlRedmond and Ivliliican:Plateau geographic areas regarding off
hi hwa milit' trainin uses.
OMD concurs with BLM public health and safety Objective PHS-I, the Rationale and
Guidelines.
OMD concurs wi1;hBLM military use management Objective 2MU-I.

OMD suggests that BLM move-this paragraph regarding "Buffer Areas" to "Management
Direction Common to All Alternatives" Volume III, page 20 under the subheading
"Milit Uses".
See comment regarding OHV Objectives above under Volume III, page 77.

Ditto.

OMD requests that the BLM identify which specific roads within the Training Center will
be clo~ed and what if any exemption the ORNG will be given to use such roads for
training activities. OMDcannot concur with BLM transportation management Objective
2TU-5 without knowing the Terms and Conditions being applied to military use and
without identification of any inconsistencies between BLM and OMD/ORNG plans and
programs. Additionally, closure of all roads, to include military traffic, as designated on
Map S-2 will have detrimental effects on the ability of the ORNG to effectively use the
Biak Training Center for military training activities. This issue is applicable to all BLM
transportation management direction for all alternatives. OMD requests BLM consult and
reach consensus with OMD prior to the determination of which roads are to be closed

,

within areas desi ated as a ro riate for militar trainin activities.
OMD does not concur with BLM military use management Objective 3MU-4. OMD
considers Alternative 3 as not meeting the purpose and need. See comment above
re ardin VolumeII, a e 13, a e 131,and a e 463.

'

OMD does not concur with BLM OHV management Objective 3R-I for the
Bend/Redmond geographic area. See comment above for Volume III, page 77 regarding
OHV Ob' ective R-l.

. ~

7
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OMD does not concur with BLM OHV map.agement Objective 3R-1 for the Millican
Plateau geographic area. See comment above for Volume III, page 84 regarding OHV
Ob

.
ective R-l.

OMD caDJ,lotconcur with BLM transportation management Objective 3TU-6 without
mowing the Terms and Conditions being applied to military use and without
identification of any inconsistencies between BLM and OMD/ORNG plans and programs.
Additionally, closure of all roads to include military traffic as identified on Map S-3
would have detrimental effects on the ability of the ORNG to train on the Biak Training
Center. See comment above under Volume III a e 125 re ardin road closures.
OMD does not concur with BLM military use management Objective 4MU-5. OMD
considers Alternative 4 as not meeting the pmpose and need. See comment above
re ardin Volume II, a e 13, age 149 and a e 463.
OMD does not concur with BLM OHV management Objective 4R-1 for the Millican
Plateau geographic area. See comment above for Volume III, page 84 regarding OHV
Ob'ective R-1.

.

OMD calUlot concur with BLM transportation management Objective 4TU-6 without
mowing the Terms and Conditions being applied to military use and without
identification of any inconsistencies between BLM and OMD/ORNG plans and programs.
Additionally, closure of all roads to include military traffic as identified on Map S-4
would have detrimental effects on the ability of the ORNG to train on the Biak Training
Center. See comment above under Volume III a e 125 re ardin road closures.
See comment above, Volume III, page 112, paragraph 9, regarding "buffers". OMD also
su gests that to be consistent between all alternatives, the buffer be retained a ~ mile.
OMD does not concur with BLM OHV management Objective 5R-1 for the
Bend/Redmond geographic area. See comment above for Volume ill, page 77 regarding
OHV Objective R-l.
OMD does not concur with BLM OHV management QbJ-ectiv-e-5R-lfor the Millican
Plateau geographic area. See comment above for Volume III, page 84 regarding OHV
Ob' ective R-1.
OMD CaMot concur with BLM transportation management Objective 5TU-6 without
mowing the Terms and Conditions being applied to military use and without
identification of any inconsistencies between BLM and OMD/ORNG plans and programs.
Additionally, closure of all roads to include military traffic as identified on Map S-5
would have detrimental effects on the ability of the ORNG to train on theBiak Training'
Center. See comment above under Volume ill a e 125 re ardin road closures.
OMD concurs with Military Use Objective 6MU-6 but requests that the BLM clarify its
Guidelines. The OMD is not "adopting" lands for purpose of rehabilitation. The Army's
rehabilitation program is incidental and applicable only to lands that the military uses for
training. Mitigation is a possibility but mitigation work must be clearly defined and
correlated to military training actions to offset the environmental consequences of those
activities. See comment concerning Steamboat Rock area, Volume II, page 182,

ara a hI.
OMD does not concur with BLM OHV management Objective 6R-1 for the
Bencl/Redmond geographic area. See comment above for Volume III, page 77 regarding
OHV Ob'ective R-l.
OMD does not concur withBLM OHV management Objective 6R-1 for the Millican
Plateau geographic area. See comment above for Volume III, page 84 regarding OHV
Ob' ective R-I.
OMD CaMot concur with BLM transportation management Objective 6TU-6 without
mowing the Terms and Conditions being applied to military use and without
identification of any inconsistencies between BLM and OMD/ORNG plans and programs.
Additionally, closure of all roads to include military traffic as identified on Map 8-6
would have detrimental effects on the ability of the ORNG to train on the Biak Training
Center. See comment above under Volume III a e 125 re ardin road closures.

4

6

3
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OMD concurs with BLM Military Use Objective 7MU-6 but requests that the BLM
clarify its Guidelines, specifically vehicle use of the Steamboat Rock area. This
alternative is OMD's reference amon all alternatives,
4 Bullet regarding Steamboat Rock, closing this area to "full size vehicles" precludes this
area from an military traimn use and effectivel closes this area to the milita .
OMD does not concur with BLM ORV management Objective 7.R-1 for the
BendJRedmond geographic area. See comment abov.efor Volume ill, page 77 regarding
OHV ObjectiveR-l. .

OMD does not concur with BLM OHV management Objective 6R-1 for the Millican
Plateau geographic are!!,. See comment above for Volume ill, page 84 regarding OHV
Ob'ective R-l.

.

OMD cannot concur with BLM transportation management Objective 7TU-6 without
knowing the Terms and Conditions being applied to inilitary use and without
identificati?n of any inconsistencies between BLM and OMD/ORNG plans and programs,
Additionally, closure of all roads to include military traffic as identified on Map S-7
would have detrimental effects on the ability of the ORNG to train on the Biak Training
Center. See comment above under Volume ill a e 125 re ardin road closures,
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January 15, 2004

c:Fv
RECEIVED

JAN 2 0 20D4

) .

Bureau of Land Management
Prineville District Office
3050 NE 3rdSt.
Prineville, OR 97754

eLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

RE: Comments on the Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and EIS.

Dear BLM:

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the Draft Upper DescJ1Ute
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (the RMP). The Northwest
Environmental Defense Center's (NEDC's) pmpose is to preserve and protect the natural
environment in the Pacific Northwest. NEDC monitors feder~lland management activities to
ensure agency compliance with statutes such as the Endangered Species Act, National.
Environmental Policy Act\ National Forest Management Act, the Clean Water Act and others;
Our members regularly utilize Bureau of Land Management and other public lands for a variety
of purposes and have a strong interest in improving-forest and ~angeland ecosystems. While the
proposed RJv.1Pincludes some encouraging aspects, in general it potentially threatens these
interest. . . .

-

. .

NEDC maintains that the continuation of livestock grazing and other actions in the
planning area at the levels anticipated by the RMP will likely result in further degradation of the
areas unique ecological conditions. As a result, these actions are contrary to federal law and the
objectives listed in the RMP itself and will significantly and adversely affect the use and
enjoyment of the area byNEDC members for the following reasons:

a) The RMP Fails to Satisfy NEP A Requirements.

The RMP does not satisfy NEPA requirements to evaluate areasonable range of
alternatives. While the stated pmpose of each alternative appears to be different, the managemelit
direction of the various resources in the alte!l1atives differs very little. In each of the alternatives,
for example, most of the planning area would be available for mineral sales and the range from.
100% to 81% availability varies by less then 20%. See, vol. 1, p. 41. In fact, in each ofthe
alternatives~the entire land base is available for locatable mineral entry and the agency does nOJ
propose to withdraw any of the planning areas from such us. ld.

.

Similarly, out of the seven alternatives listed, the number of acres that will be grazed by
livestock never falls below 230,000. ld. at 40. Finally, none of the alternatives contain a "no-
logging" proposal and the amount of the land be logged varies by only 7%. ld. at 41.

In addition, the RMP conflicts with NEPA by failing to assess the impacts on the
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environment of maintaining existing livestock grazing levels. TIns is a violation ofNEP A
which requires federal agencies to dete1111ineenvironmental consequences before taking action.
The NEPA process must occur "early enough so that it can serve practically as an
important contribution to the decision making process and will not be used to rationalize
or iustify decisions already made." Reference Guide at § 1502.5 (emphasis added). Even
in the event BLM cannot obtain relevant information to make a determination on
environmental impacts, it must include a summary of existing credible scientific
evidence and its evaluation offoreseeable impacts based on theoretical approaches or if
the information is simply unavailable theEIS must indicate this. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.22.

The RMP fails to satisfy the NEPA requirement that it address the environmental
consequences of the proposed action by failing t~ sufficiently discuss the impacts of grazing.
and other activities on nllcrobiotic crusts wmch are important in stabilizing soil, fixing nitrogen,
incleasing soil fertility, increasing growth ofmgher plants and, in some areas increasing water
infiltration. Tms is in spite of the significant part played by nllcrobiotic crust as indicators of
rangeland health and its substantial sensitivity to livestock grazing and other disturbances. The
RMP, itself provides that when "biological soil crusts are disturbed, nutrient cycling especially
nitrogen, can result in reductions in soil nitrogen or fixation in the range of75 to 95 percent on
sandy soils. Tms results in 'changes to species composition, burial, and reduced input and
elevated losses (Belnap et al.,2001).They also have direct multi-interactions with vascular plants

. in cool deserts (ftost-heaving)like thbse in theplanning area by 'increased perennial vascular '

seed entrapment, germination, establishment, survival, biomass,and nutritional status' ((Belnap
and Harper, 1995)." RMP at vol. 2, p. 286. -

-

b) The RMP Conflicts with the Taylor Grazing Act and the Federal Land Management
Planning Act

The RMP fails to provide the BLM's assessment or criteria for its determination of which
1

acres are suitable or which are "cmefly valuable" for livestock grazing in violation ofFLPMA
and the Taylor Grazing Act. In addition, the agency fails to adequately identify the cause of the
degraded rangeland condition ofthe planning area. Based on the increase of weed cover, the
number of water quality limited streams, the decline of native wildlife species, the large number
of sensitive species, low native grass and mgh shrub cover, the rangelands of the plaI)l1ing area
are in poor condition. Rather then identify current or even recent livestock grazing and other
uses as the cause of these problems, the RMP refers to "past" grazing. Id. p. 296. Further the
BLM provides that "in the recent past, the public was primarily concerned about the ecological
effects of grazing. As grazing management and policy have adapted to address. these concerns,
the criticism has shifted to the economics of grazing livestock on BLM administered lands." Id.

Rather interpreting impacts of overgrazing to miss-conception by the public, however,
hlterior planning regulations wmch requires the agency to accurately and fully identify issues in
the plamnng process. See 43 C.F.R. 1610.4-1. The RMP is contrary to 43 C.F.R. 1610.4-1 by
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failing to adequately identify the cause of the degraded rangeland condition of the planning area.
Based on the increase of weed cover, the number of water quality limited streams, the decline of
native wildlife species, the large number of sensitive species, low native grass and high shrub
cover, the rangelands of the planning area are.in poor condition.

ill relation to livestock grazing, the RMP provides that under the preferred "alternative
the BLM would use a formula to estimate potential for conflict and demand to help identify
where problems are likely to occur." RMP vol. 2, p. 199. "The BLM would also set maximum
allowable conflict and demand thresholds, and take actions as necessary to keep management
costs and conflicts below those thresholds A model or formula is used in Common to
Alternatives 2 -7 to help estimate which allotments have the highest potential for problems, or
conflicts... The BLM would then use these estimates to help make decisions about where
livestock grazing should continue, and where conflicts might be high enough to walTant
modifying or discontinuing grazing now or ill the future." Id at 84.

The preferred alternative, however, conflicts with "Existing management direction
[which] already provides a process for responding to ecological concerns," Id. This is based on
fact that the "formula for Alternative 7 is modified.. .by the addition of an "ecological conflict"
factor.., but this addition would provtg~ decj~ipn-makers with a way to co_nsidersocial,
economic, and ecological factors:'ld.lhis problem is exacerbated by the fact that, under the
prefen'ed alternative, allotments would not be placed in "closed" or RFA status in most cases,
unless the grazing permittee voluntarily relinquishes his or her permit." Id, at 199.

ill addition,-inserting an "after-the-fact" approach to decision making into environmental
analysis and planning not only violates NEPA but fails to satisfy the planning requirements under
FLPMA. The planning regulations require that the uDistrict or Area Manager shall estimate and
display the physical, biological, economic, and social effects of implementing each alternative
considered in detaiL" 43 C.F.R. § 1610.4-6. Based on the uwait and see" nature of applying
"formulas" to management decisions, however, the RMP cannot provide any definitive
detel111inationsin relation to the inlpacts of livestock grazing and other actions on to the public
prior to these actions taking place.

The regulations also require that the uDistrict or Area Manager shall analyze the
inventory data and other information available to determine the ability ofthe resource area to
respond to identified issues and opportunities. The analysis of the management situation shall
provide, consistent with multiple use principles, the basis for formulating reasonable
alternatives, including the types ofresources for development or protection. 43 C.F.R. § 1610.4-
4. The RMP's "follllula" approach, however, could not possibly meet these standard since it
does not allow the decision maker to fully and adequatelyidentify the ability of the resource to
respond to specific management actions due to its constantly changing nature.

,
~..\.

Further, because the formula approach requires well developed and statistically valid
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monitoring programs be in place in order to accurately identify the impacts of management
decisions, it is highly unlikely, in this case, that decisions necessary to protect resource values
will be made during the life of the RMP. This is because, BLM has a long history of fail,ing to
conduct required monitoring and to take appropriate action when such studies are done. Further,
funds for monitoring have typically been the fIrst items eliminated from BLM's budget and
instead of stopping all actions for which the monitoring was supposed to take place, the agency
proceeded or continued the actions. Se, General Accounting OffIce Report (GAO/RCED-92-
51). It is extremely rare for monitoring to be implemented adequately under land management
plans. In many cases recovery plans either lack monitoring programs altogether or have
extremely vague requirements for how plans should be modifIed on the basis of data derived
from monitoring. See, Noss et aI, The Science of Conservation Planning, Island Press,
Washington, D.C. (1997).

c) The RMP is Contrary to the Clean Water Act

---~
,.-

The RMP provides that "Currently there are no known BLM actions that are significantly
affecting the fIsheries resource within the planning area." RMP vol. 2, p. 275. The document also
provides, however, that several of the streams within the planning area are currently listed under
section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act for failure to meet state water quality standards. RMP '

vol.2, p. 79.

In addition, the BLM's finding that its activities do not impact fishery resources,
completely ignores the fact that bull trout which, are found in theplmming area, have been listed
as threatened due to limitations to: "1)spawning, rearing, foraging, or over-wintering habitat to
support existing.. .local populations; (2)movement coni.dors necessary for maintaining migratory
life history fonns; and/or (3)suitableand historically occupied habitat that is essential for
recovering existing local populations that have declined, or that is needed to reestablish local
populations required for recovery." Id at 277.Further, the numbers of redband and brown trout
and other fIsh species are cdtica1ly low in certain locations in the planning area, in part, due to
"poor" habitat conditions and "lack of cover." Id at 274.

As a result of the BLM's conclusions regarding the lack of impacts of its management
actions on fIshery resources, the RMP fails to adequately assess the plans effects on fish habitat
and what, if anything, BLM plans to do about the continued degradation of such habitat. The
RMP, for example, fails to descdbe or even identify surface disturbing activities or make
,anything more than a passing reference to mitigation for such impacts. .
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d) The RMP Will Likely Contribute to the Need for Listing of Sage Grouse.

"Throughout its range, sage grouse (Bureau Sensitive)is a species of high public interest
and maybe petitioned for federal listing as either a threatened or endangered species." RMP vol.
2, p. 259. In addition, Sagegrouse "relies primarilYon sagebrushfor its nutritional and ,

habitat needs and is considered an 'obligate species' or 'indicator species' which means
their population success can be directly tied to the enviromnental conditions of the sage-steppe
habitat." ld.

. .

The quality and quantity of Sage grouse habitat ineastem Oregml including the
planning area, however, has declined during the 1980's and 1990's because of prolonged
drought, fIres and agricultural development. Vast areas that where once sagebrushlbunchgrass
habitats arenow dominatedby cheatgrasswith little or no sagebrushoverstorymaking ~

, population recovery diffIcult. J. Connelly, Idaho Department ofFish and Game, 'Population
) J!:cologyand Habitat Needs. Western Sage Grouse Status Conference, Boise, Idaho, (14 January

1999). .
. .

'Regardless of these issues, under the RMP, Sage grouse is grouped with other wildlife
species and vague and limited rules are laid out for their management. Due to the extensive areas
and variety of habitats needed to. sustain sage gr,?use, it is unlikely that current/prescribed leve1s
of livestock grazing under the RMP.will allow the Sage grouse to recover. Due to the fact that the'
best nesting and rearing habitat for Sage grouse must consist of grasses and forbs, healthy insect
life and untrammeled sage brush cover, unless grazing and other practices under the RMP are

drastically revised, these practices will continue to degrade sage grouse habitats and contribute
to listing of the species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).

e) The RMP is Contrary to the Endangered Species Act

Section 7(a)(2) oftlle ESA requires the BLM to consult with NMFS on activities they
authorize, fund or carry out to ensure that such activities are not likely to jeopardize the
continued existence oflisted species or result in the destruction or adverse modifIcation of their
critical habitat. 16 U:S.C. 1536(a)(2). The BLM's pervasive livestock grazing in the areas,
however, will violate this mandate by continuing to degrade necessary habitat for bull trout.
In fact, habitat conditions are already stressed for species on the brink of extinction.
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f) The RMP conflicts with BLM's IMPL WR

The RMP provides that "[u]nder all alternatives, WSAs and Instant Study Areas would b~
managed to maintain wilderness suitability consistent with the 1995 "Interim Management Policy
for Lands under Wilderness Review" ((B/LP RMP)." RMP vol. 2, p. 52. BLM, however, limits

. compliancewith the IMP to closing all "WSAs and ISAs.. .to minera1leasing"; regulating Plans
of operations; restricting geophysical exploration and management ofinholdings that are
acquired within a WSAlISA. Id.

The 32,221 acre Badland WSA is a prime example of an area in the planning area
needing protection above and beyond that provided in the RMP. Instead, the Badlands arid other
WSAs should also be be off-limits to OHVs; and the few dirt ways that exist there should be
allowed to grow over with natural vegetation. Further the public should be encouraged to use
non-motorized transportation including walking instead of using OHVs, or skiing instead of
snowmobiling. There are ample opportunities for Off-Highwayvehicle enthusiasts in the near1:>Y
Millican Valley and Fort Rock which is open to OHVs.

-'---'-'------

In addition, based on the vast amount of acreage allocat~d to livestock grazing in the
planning area under the RMP, it is all the more imperative that WSA's be protected ftom
degradation by livestock and other activities including limiting livestock numbers. The RMP,
however, fails to provide any indication that BLM has conducted monitoring or environmental
'analysis withiIi WSA's. Nor does the Plan indicate that WSAs will be managed for wilderness
values by reducing livestock numbers in those study areas were ecological values are declining.

E'inally, there are approximately 290 million acres of public land managed by the BLM
across the United States and less than one percent of the juniper/grassland ecosystem is protected
in any way. Tthe Badlands and other WSAs in the planning area, therefore, provide unique
opportunities to restore a native high desert ecosystem in a quickly urbanizing area where the
demand for wilderness, recreation and open space is increasing. '

g) Noxious Weeds.

The RMP provides that:

Noxious weeds pose a threat to native biological systems
and degrade all multiple-uses and other values on BLM
administered lands. These plants use water, nutrients, and
sunlight that would otherwise be used by native species,



I'..

,(

t

"

Comments of NEDC
January 15,2004
p. 7

thus altering natural communities and ecosy~tems. The
invasiveness of weeds is due to their genetic make-up,
which enables them to exploit a resource "niche," and the
lack of natural enemies such as insects, diseases, and
pathogens (Story, 1992). Some of the consequences of
noxious weeds on BLM administered lands include effects
on: productivity of native rangelands; diversity of native
plant and animal species; range and population of special
status plants; habitat structural diversity; soil biological
crusts; scenic values; tourism; recreation; and in some
cases, human health and safety. Noxious weeds degrade
these uses and values by displacing native plant species,
decreasing soil stability, and disrupting natural processes
such as soil/water interactions, fire frequency and intensity
nutrientcyglillg and energy flow.

- ,"",.-.-.-

RMP vol. 2, p. 253.

While the RMP, however, indicates that noxious weeds are currently managed
under the "Vegetation Treatment on BLM lands in Thirteen Western States and the
Prineville District Integrated Weed Management EA. ..both of which are several years
old, Id, the preferred alternative fails to provide for treatment or other means of
addressing tIns critical and pervasive problem. See, RJ\1P vol.2, p. ~88-197.

II. Requested Action

NEDC specifically requests that the BLM take all actions necessary to address the concerns
listed in these comments. In addition, we recommend that the BLM take the following specific
actions to the extent they have not been addressed by this document or our COlllillents:

(a) All rangelands in poor or fair condition should be withdrawn from livestock grazing until
they have developed an adequate herbaceous layer and a healthy microbiotic crust. BLM
should recognize that microbiotic crusts playa role in a functioning ecosystem, and the
monitoring of "biotic crusts" is one of at least 12 indicators that need to be examined as a
component ofthe Watershed Function for Uplands, a Standard for Rangeland Health. The
BLM should also recognize that recent literature and a new Technical Reference (TR1730-
2), issued in 2001, provide further insight into the impacts on biological crusts from
livestock and other factors such as wildfire, the imprints of man, climate events, insects,
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rodents and other grazing herbivors. BLM should aclmowledge the need to undertake a
consistent monitoring approach in evaluating biological soil crusts on upland sites. BLM
should agrees that the RMP will provide for monitoring for the indicators of rangeland
health, including biological soil crusts, and that BLM will use the data resulting from this
monitoring to inform decisions regarding management of grazing and other resource uses.

BLM should develop a soil crust monitoring strategy appropriate to the planning
area. BLM should provide NEDC and the public an opportunity to review and comment
on tIlls methodology prior to implementation, including identification of appropriate
reference sites. The monitoring strategy should not be an inventory level but should be a
part of the overall evaluation of the watershed function for uplands.

(c) All rangelands in e~cellent condition should be permanently withdrawn from livestock
grazing to allow baseline conditions to be studied and to act as a genetic reservoir of
native species that are n~cess~JQr future reintroductions into degraded rangelands of
the region.

.

(d) All temporary Non-Renewable permits should be permanently withdr.awn.

(e) Rangelands should only be planted with native species.

(f) Livestock grazing should be reduced unless it can be shown that grazing does not cause
or contribute to the spread of invasive weeds.

(g) Whenever adequate monitoring is not carried out, or evaluation of monitoring cannot take
place wit11ina year of data collection, or managers are unwilling to change management
direction based on these data, then livestock grazing should be immediatly terminated.

(h) Fires should not be fought in WSA's or special management areas.

(i) Prescribed burning should occur in the summer when wildfires normally occur.

G) Bulldozers and other large equipment that has the ability to disturb the soil and cause new
invasions of weeds should be avoided during fire fighting unless property or human lives
are at stake.

(k) . Burned areas should be rested ftom livestock grazing and other activities for at least lO.
years following a fire. .
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(1)

(m)

(n)

livestock grazing should be allowed only were it has been found to be suitable and the
lands chiefly valuable for grazing.

No grazing should be allowed in special resource management areas.

True standards having a definite time line should be incorporated.

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding these comments. Thank you for
your attentionto tIllsmatter. . .

~-
Hal Sh~
NEDC Board Member
6329 N.E. Sandy Blvd
Portland, OR 9721~
(503) 287-8805

.' ~
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.Flsb & Wlldllf..

RE: ODFW Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Upper Deschutes Resource Management
Plan . . or;

The Oregon Department ofFish and Wildlife (ODFW) has reviewed the Upper Deschutes Resource Management
Plan Draft Environmental hnpact Statement (DEIS). The DEIS proposes to revise management on 404,000 acres of
Bureau ofLarid Management (ELM) lands located between Millican, Prineville, Sisters, Bend and La Pine. This
area has a rlJ.pidly growing popu1;rtion base resulting in user conflicts~ impacts to natural'resources~ public health and

I safety concerns, wildland tirban interface challenge!\, new plant and animal species listings, resourcy extraction
concerns, protection of archaeological resources, and the need for new or modified transportation and utility
corridors. The DEIS goals are to:. Sustain and where necessary, practical, and within avail(1blefimding, restore the health offiirests,'rangeland,

. aquatic, and riparian eCQsystems.
.

. Provide a predictable, sustained flow of economic b~nefits within the capabilities of the eCQsystems.

. Contribute to the recovery and de-listing of threatened and endangered species and 303(d) /istedwaters.

-. Provide diverse recreational and educational opportunities within the capabilities of the ecosystems.. Manage natural-resources consi$teflt with treaty and trust responsibilities to American Indian Tr~bes.

This is an aggressive and progressive resource management plan that addresses historic versus cUlTent vegetative
conditions, wildlife habitat ftagplentation and habitat change~ motorized and nQn motorized recreational activiti~s,
livestock management as it is tied to rangeland health~ land tenure, public health and safety issues, transportation
and utility corridor~ along with a number of other issues facing the BLM on 404,000 acres in the upper Deschutes
River basin of c;:entral Oregon.

. .

The DEIS identifies seven alternatives that include:
1) continuation of existing direction
2) management Qfissues on a case-by-case rnisis
3) reducing conflicts betw~ human use and wildlife habitat management objectives
4) emphasizing recreational uses
5) reducing conflict activities and providing higher wildlife habitat within the urban are!;!.
6) reducing conflict activities and providing higher wildlife habitat within 1herural area
7) Preferred Alternative that combines variotJ.Sfeatures of the other six alternatives

ODFW supports the Pteferred Alternative (7) with seasonal clQsure modifications to motorized vehicles on
identified primary wildlife emphasis areas in the North Millican, Millican Plateau, and Prineville Reservoir
geographic .areas to protect wintering big game species. ODFW supports the motor vehicle restrictions and closures
in the Badlands, HOI:seRidge~ and South Millican geographic areas to protect wintering big game and wintering,

, nesting, brooding, and rearing sage grou.sein the South Millican geographic area. ODFW recommends these
! modified seasonal closures due to impacts that Off Highway Vehicle (ORY) activities have on wintering big game
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species.and sage grouse. Due to cumulative impacts occUlTing in the North Paulina Unit, QDFW has not met the
established management objective of 5500 wintering mule deer since 1981.

ODFW commends the BLM Prin~vi11e District staff for their unprecedented effort to engage and obtain meaningful
input from a broad cross section of public perspectives. ODFW appreciates the opportunity to fully participate and

.
provide input. Recognizing the difficulty it would take to implement developed strategies, the BLM chose to engage the
public up :/ront and throughout 1he process wi1h the hope 1hat public assistance would be provided during plfU1
W1plementation and maintenance. To 1his end, the BLM will reconvene public participants in the spring to review DEIS
comments and provide recommended changes to 1he seven alternatives. ODFW also recognizes Mollie Chaudet, project .

manager, on her skill and ability to hold 1hisprocess together, keep it on track and on schedule, and to facilitate the
production of1he DEIS.

ODFW offers1he following comments on 1he DEIS:

The DEIS does not include a monitoring plan to assess effectiveness of the actions identified under each alternative.
ODFW recomn1ends 1hat an effective monitoring plan be included; to assess effectiveness and allow for adaptive
management to ensure 1hat objectives are met. For example, Alternatives 2-7 ca1l for some very complex motorized and
non-motorized systems of shflTeduse, separate use, limited use, and habitat effectiveness outcomes.' A monitoring Plan
is critical to ensure 1hat habitat effectiveness objectives are met. If objectives are not met, an adaptive management
approach will a1l9w actio1,1sto be adjusted as needed.

. In the event that proposed outcomes are not achievedl, or adequate staff and funding for plan implementation is not
provided2, ODFW recommends that some sort of plan modification, or a default plan, be identified and described that
will provide for natural resource protection.

MILLICAN PLATEAU .

Page 133, "Snow depth would be mEaSured at the current designated measuremEnt locatioris and averaied."ODFW
recommends that the rationale. be provided for selecting specific measurement locations and snow dep1hs. As noted in
ODFW's (12M20-99) letter to BLMregarding1heMillican OIN judgement (Attachment 1), a positive correlation was
established between snow dep1h at 1he Hungry Flat Snow Course (vicinity of the Inn of the Seven1h Mountain) and
overwinter survival of mule deer in this portion offue North Paulina Mule Deer Wmter Range for surface mining
restrictions. Sinc~J 999, nQ description of BLM' s snow measurement locations or the rationale behind 1he selected
locations and snow depth by time period has been provided; .

This section contains an excellent overview of the major vegetative types, important wildlife species, hydrological
conditions, geology, and o1her natural resources along with factora that may affect the sustainability or proper function
of these resources over time. This comprehensive information allows readers to better understand how the prqposed,
alternatives may cause changes that affect existing natural resource conditions across 1he planning area

Two of 1he major themes, Historic Range (Alternatives 3, 6, & 7) and Current Distribution (Alternative 2, 4, & 5), are
perplexing. Conceptually, 1he 1hemes of restoring vegetative associations, wildlife species distribution IUid connectivity, .

hydrological functions, etc., are understandabie either wifuin current distribution or wifuin historic range. Yet when 1he

1 DEIS Page 478, Travel Manage1hent/ Recreation Emphasis Designjltion - "However, given the amount 'Of acreage

identifiedfot designated raad and trail systems, it is likely thqt in the short term, many areas will not underga specific
road and trail planning' and will either remain as unmanaged travel netwarks 'Orhave interim systems implemented that
do not 'Offer quality recreatian experiences due to a lack 'Ofquality road! trail facilities! align1fients or just an 'Overall'
shortage afroad! trail miles cantained in interim systems (which will likely rely heavily an roads versus trails)."
2 DEIS Page 326, Implementing the Alternat1ves - "Far thepurposes 'Ofthis analysis, we have assumed that existing
resources and persannel would be redistributed to respand to new priorities set by this plan, although the amount of
wQ'rk accomplished annually t'Omeet plan directian wauld cantinue ta be dependent upon annual budgets and 'Overall
ELM priorities."
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pl~ is considered a,sa whole, much of the proposed DEIS management direction for Alternatives 2-7 could preclude
the desiredoutcomes-- suchas fuels reductionin the wildland W'baninterface,open roads and trails to motorized.
vehicles, exotic and noxious weeds, access Right of Ways (ROW) to private property, and livestock: grazing and
fencing. To address this diletmp.a, ODFWrecommends site specific NEPA plannin~ dW'ingplan implementation, to
allow a more thorough analysis and evaluation of the desired social values in each geographic area in the context of the
area's ecological potential. This approach would optimize desired outconies under either theme of currynt distribution
or the more expansive theme of historic range.

The following two quotes by noted fire scientists provide some perspect\ve to ODFW's recommendation:
According to Agee (1996) "A note of caution should be injected into the "natural range of variability" paradigm as a
model for future management of disturbances like fire. Firs~ the range may be so broad as to be meaningless as a guidE

for management; almost any fire outcome might be acceptable in this situation. Second, we are not dealing with the'
ecosystems of historical times. Even "natuJ'al" areas are surrounded by severely manipulated landscapes.3

And Schmidt (1996) "I would suggest that "restorihg" fire, that is to say, going back to the way it was historically, is a
fool ISerrand because it is NOT sustainable. It is not sustainable for three reasons: social demand, economic
considErations, and the clmnging nature of the ecological system itself!>4

'

The wildlife information compiled for this planning effort is impressive. Updating Wildlife range and distribution maps,
<;reatinga criteria base ftom which to evaluate values and impacts to wildlife, identifying source habitats and priority
restoration areas aft took an incredible amount of time and dedication to develop and produce the volume of information
provided. ODFW,recognizes Bill Dean and the BLM staffwho assisted him in this effort to produce comprehensive
wildlife information while working under shifting alternative strategies and staff time limitations. ,

WILDLIFE EMPHASIS LEVELS ,

Page 37 - ODFW supports the concept of creating wildlife emphasis levels. However, under primary wildlife emphasis
the-plan sfiites-that "Areas allocated to primary emphaSis are intendEd to benefit wildlife and retain high wildlife use by
applyingone,{)rmore of thefollowing guidelines:

'

. Target habitat effectiveness for a geographic area at 70 percent or greater,'

. Whel'epossible, maintain large, un-fragmented patches (1000 to 2,000 acres);'

. Target low densities of open motorized travel routes «1.5 mi/Trlif)

. Rate as a high priority for habitat restora,tion treat(nents."
ODFW recommends that at least the first three and preferably all of the guidelines be applied for primary wildlife
emphasis areas. Implementation of the first three guidelines is consistent with the Habitat E:I:f~ytivenessvalues provided
in the DEIS for eachgeographicarea by Alternative. .

ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT
Page 349, Sage Grouse, last sentence, "However, Alternative 7 would also take an adaptive management approach at
meeting both wildlife and recreational needs in the North Millican geographic area." It is not clear how the plan Will

. ''take an adaptive management approach" if an adaptive management methodology has not been established. ODFW
recommends that the stated adaptive management approach be clarified, including monitoring criteria that would
trigger management changes~. .. .

ASSUMPTIONS .
Page 351, ninth bullet, "Standard design features dEscribed in Chapter.2 will be applied as described." 'Please speci1}r
what the described standard design features are in Chapter 2?

3Agee, James K., 1996, Fire Regimes and Approaches for Determining Fire History. In GTR 341 The Use of Fire in
Forest Restoration.June 1996. '

4 Scbtp,idt, Gordon R 1996. Can We Restore the Fire,Process? What Awaits Us if We Don't? In GTR 341 The Use of
Fire in Forest Restoration. June 1996. .
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HABITAT EFFECTIvENESS (HE) (>70% PRIMARY, >50% SECONDARY, <50% MINOR)
Page 352 - ODFW s~pports using as a model The Habitat Effectiveness Indexfor Elk on Blue Mountain Winter Range,
anI! incorpor~ting modifications based on findings in Rowland et al. (2000). However, it is difficult to understand how
the habitat effectiveness ratings were deriveq, and whether they adequately assess potential habitat impacts under the
proposed alterp.atives. Without implementmg the model consistently and as designed, the HE values will have limited .
application for comparing loss of habitat effectiveness under~ch motorized access proposal. ODFW recommends
that the model be Carefully implemented to 'allow accurate assessment of habitat impacts under each proposal.

ODFW recommends modifying the modeling approach described on Page 205 in the North Millican Area that excludes
consideJ,'ationof motorized trails within y,.mile of roads or ROW. ODFW can support excluding trails in the BE
calculations that are part of the ROW. However, trails outside of ROWs should be included as part of the total road
mileageused to calculateHE and in reachingmotorizeddensitygoals for a particulararea. .

The following DEIS examples provide conflicting in£ormation regarding how habitat effectiveness calculations were
derivedand applied: . .

. Page 36 underHabitatEffectiveness, "The approach used in this plan is to identifY source habitats by general
vegetation types and to display habitat effectiveness by alternative as it relates to the amount of influence of open
roads and un-fragmented patch size." (also see page 37, Primary wil4life emphasis, which contradicts this
statement,"apply one or more'''). .

. Page 205 under North Millican, "The road and trail system densities for the area would be limited to a range of
approximately 1.5 miles per square mile. Trails located within existing road or ROW corridors (i.e., parallel to,
with ~ mile or less from existing roads or ROWs) would not be calculated as separate trail or road miles in
reaching density goals for the area. "

.

8\ Page 349 under Transportation Management Assessment, "7'hisanalysis only considers the allocation of arterial
and collector roads and do.es not give a complete picture of the effects and management implications, especially as
it relates to the management of local roads." See page 577 for a summary of the arterial, collector and local roads.

. - -Page 349 Under-Sage Grouse, "North Millican app;ars to have the ability to achieve a high (71 percent) habitat
effectiveness; however, this area is also identified to pnlllide OHV trails that are not considered in the HE .

calculations." .

. Page 350 under M1J.leDeer, ''As in other situations, local roads and OHV designations need to be considered before
knowing the significanceof any listed H.Escore." .. Page 352 under Use of other analysis and/or models, second buIlet, ''Also, potential vegetation treatments could
complicate the suitability of the habitat in relation to open roads...For the drqft EI8, only the roads effects will be
modeled."

.

. Page 353 under Common e:IIects of some resource management programs, "Bureau of Land Management resource
management programs such as l'ecfeation, minerals, lands andforestry often effect the environment in similar
ways, such as by r.emoving habitats for site developments and ro(1d and trail construction and by causing
disturbances in relption t()motorized travel access."

.

.
.

. Page 358, fourth bullet,
" Using the Habitat Effectiveness indexfor sage grouse, deer and elk based on arterial and

collector roads provides em W1derstanding of the different levels of effects associ(lted with the two road
options ...However, local roads are included in the road influence indexes for source habitats to display the current
cohditions and provide a comparison to the management guidelines identifiedfor each wildlife emphasis level in
each alternative.." (also s~e page 37, Primary wildlife emphasis which contradicts this statement).

. :page 358, fifth bullet, "Currently, existing data (vegetation condition) is not available to fUlly assess the HE, but

s1([ficient data is available to assess the effects of different motorized travel route d?signations (arterial and
collector roads): L(Jcal roads are not included in the lIE analysis because their specific arrangement does not
differ by alternative. However, a discussion of a comparison between the proposed wildlife emphasis levels is made
with the HE."

. .
.

. Page 366, under Shrub-Steppe Source Habitat, Transportation (with a similar statement page 367 under Juniper
Woodland Soutce Habitat, Transportation), "The analysis of transportation (motorized travel) effifcts on shrub-
steppe source habitat (and associated wildlife species) includes all mapped r()ads (arterial, collector and local
roads) and mQtorized OHV trails in the Millican Valley OHV trail system. In some geographic area~ this
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.

calculation underestimates tire effects of motorized travel because not all roads and trails are mapped and
therefore are YlQtinclude4in the analysis."
Page 31';9,under Sage Grouse, Deer and Elk, Transportation, "In the Nor(h Millican geographic area an HE
analysis was done for sage grouse, deer and elk habitats using all BLM recognized roads and motorized trails
located on BLM administered lands... .Please note that HE is calculated by alternative for arterial and collector
roads and tire results arepresented in e(J(;halte111(ltive."

..

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT .

Page 264, MuIe Deer - The description of deer winter ranges includes some inaccuracies and omissions. The North
Paulina Wmter Range information is inaccurate. The plan states that "The North Paulina Winter Range includes 3, 750
acres of public land in the Bend-Redmond managemem area. The management objective for this area is to maintain
5,500 deer." The correct information should read, The North Paulina Winter Range encompasses approximately.
20.0.,0.0.0.acres with about half-managed by the BLM and the other half managed by the D.S. Forest Service. The North
Paulina winter range located in the planning area is primarily within the following geographic areas: Horse Ridge,
Badlands, and NortP Millipan (10.8,126 acres), with the North Millican area identified as the most critical in the Bend
La Pine Resource Management Plan (BILP RMP). ODFW management objective for the North Paulina Winter Range is

. to maintain 5,50.0.deer, which is 20.percent higher than ODFW's population estimate of 4,40.0.wintering muIe deer for
the past three years. Furthermqre, the management objective for th~ North Paulina Winter Range has not been met since
1981. ODFW believes the following cumulative factors playa large part in this outcome:
. Increased year round recreational motorized activities including ORY use;
. Increased residential development in winter range; .

. Increased Hwy 97 traffic that bisects summer and winter range; .. Decreased summer and transition range forage due to a denser forest canopy;

. . Managing for homogenous stands of black bark ponderosa pine across large acreage on the winter range. 70.+year
old trees tend to be evenly spaced with a raised canopy, which does not .provide cover or forage;

. Loss of cover and forage :from recent wildfires;

. Fuel and Forest Health treatments that significantly affect maintenance ofrecomm~ed~deer cover f<;>rage
conditions;

..
..

. An older cohort of bitterbrush that maybe putting most of it's productive energy into plant maintenance rather than \

annual leader growth;
.

. Predationand poaching;

. Significant livestock utilization of bitter brush annual leader. growth oJ?winter range.

..-

Additionally, there is no discussion about the winter range or management objectives associated with eitheI! the Maury
or Ochoeo muJe deer winter ranges. ODFW recommends including the following iriformation: The West Maury winter
range includes all of the Prineville Reservoir Area south of the reservoir and river, and northeastern portions of the
North Millican Area. The current BILP RMP recognizes the area south of Prineville Reservoir as crucial deer winter
range: ODFW's most recent population estimate of 470.0 deer is below the objective of 5200. deer for the Maury unit.
ODFW estimates the West Maury winter rqe winters approximately 10.-15% of the deer in the Maury unit.

The portions oftbe Prineville Reservoir area along the north side of the reservoir, including ODFW's wildlife
management area (WMA) provide winter range for Ochoco unit mule deer. Tliis includes lands jointly managed by
BLM, ODFW, Crook County, Oregon State Parks, and the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) to protect wintering deer.

Pg. 265, Rocky Mountain Elk: Add a description of the north/south travel corridor identified in the eastern end of the
Pripeville Reservoir area, and illustrated on Plan MilP S-10. ODFW believes this travel corridor is utilized primarily
during the winter by an estimated 100 -250.elk movingbetween the Mauryand Ochocounits.

SENSITIVE SPECIES
The DEIS provide:s an extensive and comprehensive list of wildlife species of concern known to occur, or that could
reasonably be expected to occur, in the planning area. ODFW supports the general direction and management guidelines
presented in the Plan. (pgs. 44-46, Table 2-2), and urges the BLM to follow through with effective implementation and
staffing to ensure monitoring occurs. Alternative 7 makes sensitive species habitat a priority for protection and
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restoration, which ODFW supports. ODFWbelieves effective implementation of these guidelines will be especially
challenging given the resource demands of the growing population of people in the planning area. Two species of
particular concern are bald eagle nesting and roosting on Grizzly Mountain and Prineville Reservoir, and sagegrou~e
using the southeast portion of the planning area.

RECOMMENDED CHANGES TOALTERNATIVES 2 -7 ,

Based on the uncertainty of the HE analysis to accurately assess wildlife impacts, the lack ofa monitoring plan to assess
(plan success, or a strategy to provide for protection of natural resolj1'ces if plan goals and objectives ~e not met, ODFW
recommends seasonal closures to motorized OIN use to protect sage wouse and wintering big game resources for all
alternatives in the following geographic areas5:
Badlands, Millican Platea!!, and North Millican - December 1 to April 39 to protect wintering deer, elk and antelope
Horse Ridge, Prineville Reservoir, and Tumalo - December I to Apri130 to protect wintering deer and elk,
South Millican - December, 1 to July 31m to protect wintering antelope and wintering, nesting, brooding, and rearing
sage grouse.

ODFWalso reCommends dropping the seasonal OHV closure in the La Pine geographic area for all alternatives.

ODFW understands the need for certain firearm restrictions and supports the measures in the Preferred Alternative at
allow for hunting during all hunting seasons, including year around hunting for species that have no closed season. The
Preferred Alternative strives to strike a balance between meeting public safety requirements, while maint~ing
recreational opportunities for hunting on most land within the planning area. However, the draft plan does not contain
language that specifically allows ODFW personnel to use firearms in an official capacity on BLM lands where firyarn1
restrictions are proposed. ODFW recommends the Record of Decision include a provision that allowsODFW to utilize
firearms for wildlife management purposes on lands where public no-shooting restrictions apply.

~.
"Consolidation of parcels as identified in the DEIS (lands along the north side of Prineville Reservoir and adjacent to the

WMA) would help mafutain habitat effectiveness on adjoining deer winter range. In addition, the three parcels
identified on the attached map would provide sjmilar resource benefits and should also be considered for consolidation.

ODFW supports limiting OHV use to designated rO!lds and trails for Alternatives 2-7.

ODFW is concerned that the DEIS does not include effective methods for monitoring OHV impacts, and adaptive
management strategies to successfi.J1ly implement the Preferred Alternative. Furth~ore, ODFW is concerned that
current levels of staff and funding !Day not be sufficient to implement the Preferred Alternative.

ODFW recommends that BLM present a progress report regarding monitoring actions that are specified as a result of
the Interim Travel Management court judgement for the Millican Valley OHV area (3-10-2000). The progress report
should prpvide some indication ofBLM's effectiveness in monitoring OHV impacts on wildlife habitat, and provide an
estimate of the levels of staff and funding required to,provide effective monitoring over the entire planning area (see
Recreation Summary/Assumptions page 469 DEIS). Furthermore, the summary would provide OHV use information by
month and week. This infoI1i1ationcould help reviewers understand potential impacts that proposed wildlife protection.
seasonal closures could have on OHV use during the winter months.

5 Page 554, Recreation and tourism - "In Central Oregon, tourism and recreation serve as importr;mtincome
generators. For example, the 2001 National report (U.S. DepG1'tment of Interior, 2002), shows that participants 16
years and older spent $769 million on wildlife-watching cictivitie$ in Oregon in 2001, fishermen another $602 million,
and hWlters some $365 million, representing a combined total contribution of about $1. 74 billion to the State's
economy. While no precise figures exist for the planning area, it is clear that these activities are important within the
regional context. "

'



ODFW Comments
UDRMP DEIS

Page 7 of7

This recommendation is consistent with the DEIS proposals to:
a) implement a major shift in OHV use from open unless designated as closed or limited, to closed unless

. designated open.
.

b) identify wildlife emphasis areas, assliming that ()HV impacts can effectively be managed to meet the assigned HE
value (70%,50% or <50%) for yach wildlife emphasis area.

c) reassign current levels of staff and funding to effectively implement these strategies. .

Judgement #8 in the Interim Travel Management Plan, March 10, 2000, states, "ELM shall schedule monitoring of OHV
'USefor each weekend during the months of Depember through April as well as additional monitoring mid-week in
March and April. The data collected shall inclurk user numbers and rate of compliance with trail system rules.

'

Occasional failures to monitor due to unforeseen circumstances (e.g., illness, weather creating safety risks for
personnel) shall not constitute a violation of this judgement. This final judgement shall not be interpreted to require the
BLM to allocate law enforcement personnel to policing the Millican Valley {J.rea beyond thotie personnel that the Field
Manager, in her discretion, deems necessary for the proper management of public lands. However, the ELM shall seek
additionallqw enforcement funds from the State of Oregon ATVCommittee for the purpose of carrying out the
restrictions on OHV uses in the areas described by this final judgement." The Millican Yalley ORY area judgement
includes the following DEIS geographic areas: Horse Ridge, South Millican, North Millican, Millican Plateau, and
Badlands.

.

ODFW recommends the :eLM manage their lands consistent with or better than habitat conditions on adjoining public
, lands to provide for wildlife connectivity and dis1iibtition.

ODFW appreciates the opportunity to review the DEIS and provide 'comments to BLM. Upon request ODFW will
provide clarification to O'lll"comments or work with BLM staff and other participants to develop solutions tb the issues

'
- - Weraise. ODFW presents these comments as a means to refine the DEIS by helping to clarify plan direction and .

potential outcomes. . -

Thank you for the opportunity to, fully participate in the process.

sm~dL
Alan R Dale
High Desert Region Manager

, Oregon Department ofFish and Wildlife
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Attachment .1

December20, 1999
. '"

United States Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
Prineville District Office
PO Box 550
Prineville, OR 97754

ATTN: Sham-onNetherton r

RE: Central Oregon Forest Issues Committee v. Kemla, Civil No. 9'8-29-$T (D. OR)

Thallicyou for the opportunity to coimnel1t on this judgement. I have one speciflc comment I
would like to address.. On page 4, item 7 of the final judgement there is reference to snow depths
measured at "several locations ~d avet?-ged" dealing with snow depths at certain times of the
year.

This section '!-ppears to attempt t9 duplica.!~nthe_operatiri.grestrictions mandated by Deschutes
COlU1tyfor the Howard Day surface mIlling pit. This section fails in its attempt to duplicate the
Howard Day surface mining pit restrictions.

.

Deschutes County, Howard Day, and ODFW developed the above critelia bas.ed on numerous
factors. OUr review of snowfall depth data showed a positive cOITelation betWeen it and
overwintersuryival of mule deer in tills portion of the

'
North Paulina Mule Deer Winter Range.

This information and yearly trend data was used to develop the snowfall criterion. For surface
mining activity to oc,cur,monthly snow depth must be less than 85% of the average snoW depth
at tile Hungary Flat Snow Course (in the vicinity of The Inn at the Sev:enth Mountain) for the

. time period used. This is estimated ITom records for the Bend area watersheds, based on snow
depth through the winter.

.
If snow depth for..aparticular tiine period is less than 85% of the long-

tenn average, for the same time period, mining Qperations can take place. This is the lowest
elevation snow course usable as an index of snow conditions on'winter and transition areas
further east. While snowfall on the winter range is a major detenninant causing deer to move
into these northerly portions of the wintering range, there are times when deer move into the area
when snowfall is low. New growth of forage, i.e., grasses & forbs, might draw animals into
these areas. Additionally ODFW's population management objective for the North Paulina Unit
is 5500 animals.

.
CUITentdeer population levels are 92% of the desired population level. This

equates to 5100 deer.' There is the potential that as the population rises to the management -
objective, there will be more demand by animals for this portion of the wintering range. For
these reasons, ODFW felt it p.ecessary 'to have a second means to minimize disturbance to
8.lllmalsmovirlg mto the area when snowfall is not the driving factor. This' "Anllnal Presence"
criteria is based on the average deer per mile observed over a set number of transects or miles.



..
..

The average deer observed per mile for tillScriteria are 5.0. In order for these criteria to be 'I

effective in protecting wintering mule deer they must be done, at a minimum, of two week
intervals for the duration of the winter months (December - April).

The chart on page 4, section 7 represents the snow level at 85 percent of the average fot the'
given time period for the Hungary Flat Snow Course.

If the intent of section 7 on page 4 is to protect wIntering'mule deer from OHV harassment then I
suggest that the snow measurement criteria which I outlined above be used precisely. Snow
measurements as currently outlined in the Judgement would likely never be exceeded if
measured within the section 6 page 4 description. Additionally deer per mile survey's need to be
established with deer per mile criteria that adequately reflect deer use densities for the area
describedin section 6 page 4. -

If! can be of any further assistance please feel fre~ to contact me.

Sincerely,

~k
Steven George

, Deschutes District Wildlife Biologist
~~-=-

steven.w.george@state.or.us '

'/.,-
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January 15, 2004 RECEIVED

Department of State Lands
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 100

Salem, OR 97301-1279 .

(503) $78-3805
FAX (503) 378-4844

www.oregonstatelands.us.

Theodore R. Kulongoski, Governor

JAN 2 0 2004 State Land Board

Robert Towne
Deschutes Area Field Manager
Prineville District .

USDI-Bureau of Land Management
3050 NE 3rd Street
Prineville OR 97754

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

Theodore R. Kulongoski
Governor

Bill Bradbury
Secretary of State

Randall Edwards
State Treasurer

RE: Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
. Statement

Dear Mr. Towne:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft plan for this area.

I \
.i

In 1995 the Department (then known as the Division) and the Oregon state office of the
BLMentered into an agreement (see attachment) concerning the disposition and
selection of Oregon's remainin§-ifl-:lieu lands;-As you may know these-federal public
domain lands are available to Oregon for selection in order to fulfill obligations
stemming from the Oregon Admission Act of 1859. Once selected and patented to
state ownership in care of the Department, these lands become assets of the Common
School Fund to be m_anag~dto produce revenue to supp~rt K-12 schools in our state.

., ,

We note that all the alternatives provide for areas planned for "community expansion."
These are lands that the Department considers as prime candidates for future in lieu
selections. Therefore we respectfully request the Final Plan acknowledge the State of
Oregon's right arid interest to select such areas and the Bureau's obligation to assist in
processing them to the Department.

If you have any questions about the Department's interests please contact me at 503-,
378-3805 x 281.

Sincerely,

:1V\~ ~\\V\ (~0 rJuL---
John tilly 0
Assistant Director

cc: Ann Hanus, Director
Steve Purchase, Assistant Director, Field Operations
Nancy Pustis, Field Operations Eastern Region Manager

@
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BLM-MOU-OR-94 0...,9509

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
, BEnJEEN

'US DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT-OREGON STATE OFFICE
and the

STATE OF OREGON

DIVISION OF STATE LANDS'

Purpose

The purpose ofthi s Memorandum of Understandi ng (MOU) b~twe'en the Bureau of
Land Manageme'nt. (BLM) and the Div,isiqn of State Lands (O?U,is to" eS,tablish
procedural gUidelines :to complete allin-lieu or indemnity land selections to
which the State of Oregon is entitled. :

Authority

, 1. Revi sed Statutes 2275 and 2276. 43 use 851, 852. as amended
"

j '2. The Federal Land' Policy a'nd Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA~-3~'USG 1701,'
3. Oregon Constitution,'Article VIII, Section 2t~rough 5 '

Backqround

When Oregon was admitted into the Union, the' enabling legislation (Act of
,

"February 14. 1859, '11 Stat. 383) granted Sections 16 and 36 of every'
, township to the state for support of its public schools. If any of those

"" 1ands'had a1ready been'di sposed of or were'othef'wi.seunaVa il abl e.:' the' 'OS'
government is requi red to i ndemni fy the state for the losses pursuant to
43 USC §§851 and 852~ '

"

The State of Oregon has currently received approximately 3.5 million acres
of school la~d, including in-place and indemnity selections.

. .
In the late 1800's and early 1900's, the state sold some of the school
sections to private citizens. It was later found that the state did not
have title to some of these sections because they were not surveyed or
located in national forests. ' ' ,

- 1 -



ORS273.620 provided that parcels of land in Sections 16 and 36 W0ich were
,erroneous ly conv'eyed pri or to 1916 coul d be reconveyed to the state by the
present successors in interest in exchange for federal lands. ORS 273.620
was repealed on June 19, 1967, and replaced with ORS 273.356 et seq.
Under the new statute, a grantee nol onger has ,the right to make ,a

selection of new land, but is entitled to a refund of the original
purchase pri~e plus interest.

I'

,

Under Section 8 of Chapter 422 [1967J Oregon Laws, the earlier law was
modi1ied, to provide that grantees who had c6mplied with ORS 273.620 prior
to June 19, 1967, would continue to have the right to' select- lands,
pursuant to the provisions of the former statute. '

In 1968, the state applied for indemn,ity land from the BLMon behalf of '

itself and three applicant,s known,as Ocean View, Baldwin, and Crater
Title. ,The BLM,rejected the applications based on its audit which showed
that the state had overdrawn its entitlement. 'Oregon appealed the BLM's
fi ndi ng. In 1991, a fi na1 judgment in favor of the state' was issued by
the US District Court (~ee Exhibit A} State of Oredon v, BLM-USDI(B5~646
MA) ,

The court found that the ,state had a remaining entitlemenLof':'S202.29
acres of school trust land. Subsequently, BLM'has clearlisted 798.72
acres to the state. Therefore, the remaini'ng entitlement is now 4.403.57
acres. '

""

Ob.iectives

The obj~ctive of this MOUis to facilitate and expedite the completion of all
indemnity or in-lieu 'land selections~ ,,'. ..',

" " " "",'." ,':."" .." '.

1. Meet the long-range management objectives of'both agencies to resolve
indemnity/in-lieu selections and issues in accordance with the 1991 court

,

'

settl~ment;
"2. Develop procedures for conveyance that are most expeditious and cost

effective, while remaining within the constraints of existing laws,
regulations and land-use pl~ns or amendments: and '

3. Convey all remairJing ind~mnity selections to the state no'later than
April 6, 1996, in accordance with the direction of the Secretary of the
Interi or. .

- 2 -



General Criteria for Indemnity or In-lieu LandSelections bv State of Oreqon

A. The DSLcriteria are:

1. Lands with commercia1, i ndustri a1, resi denti a1, or agri cul tura 1
development potential within "path of progress" areas such as along
the Interstate Highway5 corridor, Central Oregon or coastal areas.
Forest land offering manageability and 'value comparable to' existing
commonschool trust forest' lands.' '
Lands identified bY,DSLon behalf of other parties to which the State
of Oregon has an obligation via previous land agreement or similar

'legally-binding obligation.' '

2.

3.

, .

B. The BLMcriteria are:

1. Only un~ppropriated pub1ic domain land~ may~e selected. (O&~ lands
are not considered to be unappropriated public lands and are not
selectable.)

'.

'

'

Lands must be surveyed and descri bed in accordance with the offi ci a1
pl at of 'survey.

'
, , "

No lands mineral in character may be selected, except to the extent
that the selection i-5 'made as ,indemnity for min.eral base lands. BLM,
will be respon~ible for making the mineral in chara~ter determination'
for the base and selected lands.

,Se1ected 1ands' must be determi ned, to be sui tab 1e for transfer to tDe
State of Oregon and cl assi fi ed for di sposa 1 under se€ti on 7 of the,
Taylor Grazing Act of June 28,.1934 '(43 USC31f) and the procedurei
under 43 CFR 2400.

"

G~nerally. ,it is preferred that selected lands not be identified for
, retenti cYn""int.he' BLWResburce"'Nana'gerilent'Plahs ." Reteritfo'I1""1 C!nds "rriay'

. "':,,,..,'

be selected but final transfer may be contingent upon an amendment to
the applicable plan.

'Selected lands must br;: reviewed in accordance with'NEPA. ESA, etc.
and a finding made by BLMthat disposal will have no significant
impact. '

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

- 3 -



Procedures,

To carry out the objectives and ,follow the criteria for the indemnity or
,in-lieu land selection program, the, following selection are agreed upon: ~

1. Proposals: The' indemnity/in-lieu selections of the DSLwill be timely
processed 'by BLMaccording to the procedures for selection under 43 CFR

,

Part 2621. ' '",

2. Mineral Report/Environmental Assessments: BLMwill prepare these
documents covering the resources on the BLM-lands. Whenthe environmental
report is completed. DSLwill be provided an opportunity to review and
comment. '

, ,"

. .

3. "Permits/Leases: To the greatest extent possible, ,in-lieu/indemnity
selections should not interfere with valid existing rights. Input from

,existing lessees or permittees will be obtained jointly by BLMand DSLas
soon as possible, and crit.ical i,ssues will be considered and r'esolved 'as
appropriate.

4. Improvements: Improvements on BLM1at:1ds may be owned either, by a
permittee/l essee or the BLM. A -record' of privately-owned improvements
will be provided to DSL if available to BLM. Title to the BLM
improvements may be transferred to DSL and a list of these improVements

, and a copy 'of the authorization will be provided to DSL.
, '

\
-' ~-,~_,Publit Participation:, The QSL., as required in 43 CFR 2621.2, will publish

a public npti,ce of the proposed s'election.' ,
'6. , Sensitive, Threatened and EndanGered Plants and Animals: ,BLM will

coordi nate with the US Fi sh and Wi1dl i fe Servi ce onacti ons whi ch may
affect federa lly-l i sted speci es 1isted in the Endangered S~ci es Act of
1973, as amended. DSL will~oardinate with the appropriate state agencies
pursuant to compliance with state T&E statutes.

7, Cultural Resources: BLMand OSL ,wi11 seek to comply with the pravi si ons
of the' 1982 Memorandum of Understanding.. regar:di ng cwltura 1,' res'Ource" '
manageme,nt responsibilities. ,

'

S, Water Riqhts: All water rights shall be transferred, to DSL. Where water
uses occur without water rights, application for these rights shall be
prepared by the BLMgrantor in a f9rm sati sfactory to 'the Oregon Water
Resources Department. ,

'9. Base Lands: The final judgment issued by the 'US District Court in State
of Oreqon v. BLM-USDI(85-646-MA) concluded that there were 11,947.47
acres of unused base lands and 6,745.47 acres of overdrawn base lands.
1eaving a balance of 5,202.29 acres of land due tO',the State of pr~gon as
indemnity. Attached Exhibit B containi a list of the 'descriptions of the'

"'," "".'.!:.

- 4 -



11.947.47 acres of unused basel ands) . The Court did not provi de any,
direction as to which particular ,unused base lands could be selected or.
which unuse~ base lands would be used to offset the overdrawn base lahds.
1herefore, BLM,and DSL agree that DSL may use any of the unused 11.947.47
acres as base lands to make' its remaining selections. After all the
se 1ecti ons are made, .the remai ni ng unused base 1ands will be used to
offset the overdrawn base lands.

BLM and DSL will evaluate the value of the base lands and sele~ted l~nds
and determine that they are of "roughly equivalent value" as provided in
the 'us Supreme Court deci si on in Andrus v: Utah, 446 US 500 (No. 78'-1522.
May 19. 1980).

DSL may elect to "pool" all or portions of its unused base lands of a
sufficient total value to select less acreage, of public lands of'a higher
value, provided th'e total valu'es of base~ lands and selected lands are
determi ned to be of "roughly equi va 1ent va 1ue. " In other words. the
remain4ng sel~ctipns may be made on an equal value basis, rather than an

,equal acreage basis. Each. clearlist ,issued will contain a value
certi fi cati on bY, BLM for bqth the pase and selected 1ands . .

10.. The DSL 'shall' attempt to complete all remaining indemnity selections as
soon as is practical. The BLM ,shall .attempt to -cooiplete-an-ac~ions on
these selections,in!=luding the conveyance of approved land selections in
a'timely and efficient manner.

, Coordi nati on .

Formal and informal meetings, between the designees of the DSL and BLM to
exchange information.' coordinate activities. develop, procedures. expedite,
task's, and facHi tate, ,ath; evi ng 'thepurpbse, and objecti ve' of the. MOU $ha 1'1 be
held monthly with additional meetings scheduled as necessary 'or desirable.

. '~. ,',',"'" ,".

Effective Date. Termination. Amendment

This .MOU shall be effective upon approval by both 'parties and shall remain in
'effect until termination by mutual agreement or by either party upon thirty'

. (30) days not ice in writing to the other.

- 5 -



, ., ,

Amendments and supplements to' thi s MOUare subj ect to, the revi ew and 'approva 1
of the Director, Division of State Lands, and the State Director, Bureau of
Land Management,. ' '

Thi s MOU is subj ect to the 1aws of the State of Oregon, the 1aws of the United
States, and the delegated authority assigned i neach instance. Nothi ng in
this MOU shall be construed as obligating either party" heretofore, the
expenditure of funds or for ,future payment of money in e~cess. of '

, appropri at ions authori zed by, 1aw.
'

Approved:

7/ZG/9r
f

,{ ,

Date,
. ,

, ~,

Elaine Zie i ski
, Oregon State D~rector.

Bureau of Land Management,
US Department to ~he Interior'

~-_. .- .~--
-~~.-.-

'1~m~
I I

DateJohn. illy
Act i ng Oi rector'

,Oregon Division of State Lands
-,.,.,... ," ," ",:1:'",,. .. . .. . .

"\-' '. '0;0"'.:".."'... ':.
.

.
'P"

,

Attachments

- 6 -
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Robert Towne.
Bureau of Land Management
3050 NE Third Street .

Prineville, OR 97754

RECEIVED
14 January 2004

JAN 2 0 2004

BJ.M PRINEVILLE
.

DISTRICT

Dear Mr. Towne:

The following are my comments on the Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan
(UDRMP) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

General Comments
\

.,"""
~

.'

The format of this document is in corlflict with historical and reasonable preceden,t. By placing
the Alternativeschapter prior to the AffectedEnvironment chapter, the reader ISpeipg.told.the
options for managing the area before they are told the existing situation. This apptoacli defies
common sense. In literally every environmental document (EIS, EA, etc) produce,d~ince the
passage ofNEP A, the Affected Environment chapter precedes the Alternative cnapter. This was
not an accident, it was done because it logically should be done that way. It is my suspicion that

. the response to this comment(ifany) will be that the Issues section of Chapter 1 has been
- ) substantially expanded w1!~I1-compared to other EIS' s. It is true,ihe Issues section has been

expanded. However, Jrcowd'be persuasively argued that the majority of the 15 page Issues
section is a vague summary discu~sion of the Affected Environment.

An integral part of an EIS is an adequate description of the Affected Environment which gives
the reader-a "baseline" upon which to judge the environmental impacts of the various
alternatives. In my opinion, the Affected Environment section of the UDRMP/EIS is not
adequate and may not be in conformance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEP A).

. The major inadequacy is that the rangeland condition (health) of the vast majority of the
planning area is not presented. A more detailed discussion of this topic is included in the
Specific Comments section of this letter.

Several places in the UDRMP/EIS, there is reference to the Interior Columbia Ecosystem
Management Plan (ICBEMP) publications. The final decision for ICBEMP was not issued,
therefore, it is not appropriate to include anything that would have resulted if the final decision
had been issued.

. .

Glossary- a defmition of "road" should be included- suggest definition similar to what was used
in Lakeveiw RMP

..



Specific Comments

page 4- the document refers to ICBEMP documents for ecological integrity. These integrity
ratings were developed examining aerial photos i.e. no "on the ground" data was collected and
previously collected agency data was ignored. In other words~tCBEMP created a'totally
subjective, non peer reviewed method, then applied the method sitting behind a desk in Walla
Walla. ICBEMP~s so called science was tested in the recently completed Lakeveiw RMP/EIS.
ICBEMP had rated the vast majority (over 85%) of the LakeveiwRMP/EIS area as having low
rangeland integrity. According to the Lakeveiw RMP/EIS~ less than 40% of the area had low
rangeland integrity. Thus, ICBEMP was WRONG nearly half of the time~when their conclusions
were compared to Lakeveiw~s data and knowledge. Based on these facts~it is appropriate to
call ICBEMP~ methods and conclusions 'Junk science". In summary~ all references to specific
ICBEMP integrity ratings (low~moderate~ high) $hould be removed from the UDRMP/EIS.

. ,

page 235- The document states: "This section describes the broad vegetative types within the
planning area, including important features and trends of each". However, under several specific
plant communities headings (Big Sagebrush, Low Sagebrush~Western Juniper,
Riparian-Wetland), there is little (if any) discussion of vegetative trends. What is the trend in
these communities?

page 278,279 Discussion of Riparian-Wetland Initiative for the 1990's
'\j

l

It should be clarified how (or H) this Initiative relates to the Standards and Guidelines (S&G'S)
adopted in 1997, e.g. is PFC, functional at ris~ and non functional as defined on page 278~ or are
somewhat different criteria used in the S&G's? Or has the entire Initiative been superseded by
the S&G's?

page 294 Allotment Categorization and Appendix G

Reviving a version of the previous M I C categories raises'several questions, many of the same.
questions which were raised (and never satisfactorily answered) 20 years ago. Questions such as:

(1) Do all of the criteria have equal weight? The answer is almost certainly no, although it would
be a totally subjective exercise to assign a "weight" to each criteria and in reality, a criteria~s
weight sometimes could vary by allotment.

(2) Criteria C6- Does "Present Management" mean" present domestic livestock grazing
management"? If it does, it should be so stated. If not, "Management" should be defined.



) (3) There is almost certainly "double counting" among some of the criteria. For example: (a) the
"busy roads" (C4) is in the vast majority of cases associated with "Recreation conflicts'; (C3).
(b) "adjacent land use" (C4) is very similar to "other uses" (C3) (c) If an allotment was
determined to be an "I" for C1, it would also be an "I" for C6 and (d) conversely, if an allotment
were detennined to be a "M" for CI, it would also be a "M" for C6
As stated on page 295~ rangeland health assessments have been completed on about ten
allotments". So, there have been no rangeland health assessments on approximately 115
allotments (figures from Appendix G). Therefore, the "M" category (in over 100 allotments) for
criteria CI means "unknown" because the health assessment has not been completed. If, and
when, the assessments are completed, it is a reasonable assumption that at least some of the
allotments will fall into the 'T' category for criteria C1.
To summarize, putting aside the previously identified problems with the entire categorization
process, it my opinion that the "Total" management category should not be stated (at least for 1's
and M's) until the "health assessment" has been completed for a particular allotment. To
accomplish this, suggest making a separate table showing omy the Rangeland Health assessment
progress ~oreach allotment.

page 334- Incomplete or Unavailable Information- Vegetation.

As Chapter 1 and Chapter 3 are presently written, the current health (condition and trend) of the
vegetation resource is not stated for the majority of the UDRMP area. TIlls faCt should be

. included as incomplete or unavailable infonnation. However, there are several other sources of
) informationwhich were not included in the documenton an allotment specificbasis. SOJ;rH~of

- --

these sources are: allotment evaluation results of the late 1980's and early 1990's, Soil
Vegetation Inventory results, trend plots, and photo stations. Inclusion of these sources would
give the reader at least some indication of vegetation health.

page 345~The document states: "An accurate estimate of the amount of roads and trails under
each alternative is unavailable at this time". First, "accurate estimate" is an excellent example
of an oxymoron (combining contradictory tenns or ideas). It is impossible to believe that an
estimate of the amount of roads and trails is not available, at least for Alternative 1. Of course,
that estimate would not be absolutely accurate, because if it were, it would not be an estimate! !

page 409- Incomplete or Unavailable Infonnation -Riparian

Table 3-8 (page280) shows that Riparian Condition Assessment ratings have been completed on
19 areas. Therefore, there is incomplete or un,available information on the 'hundreds of other
riparian areas in the planning area.

~e~
Sid Houpt

103 Park West Drive
Pullman, WA 99163
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..Jon & Elaine Austin"

<austinstwo@bendcable .com
>
01/21/200411:30AM

To <Upper_Deschutes-,-RMP@or.blm.gov>

ce

bee

Subject

~ 137iJ

We support closing the proposed Badlands Wilderness to OHV use. Jon and Elaine Austin. Bend

~ \
~---I



~. Crook
. ...~6~

County d..f:f:i~t
.t "',

January 15,2004" .

300 N.E. 3rd Street. Prineville, Oregon 97754

Phone (541) 447-6555 .FAX (541) 416-3891

RE.CE.\VED

JAN 2 0 20M

a\llll~R\NEVUJ.E
D\sTfUCT

U.S. Bureau of Land Management
PrineviIle District Office'
ATTN: Teal Purrington
3050 NE Third S1:.
Prineville, OR 97754

Dear Ms. Purrington,

The Crook County Natllral Resources Planning Committee-a broadly representative group of
agency personnel,business, community,agriculturalinterests, timber and

.

environment/conservation interests appointed by and serving at the pleasure of the Crook County
Court-has prepared the attached comments regarding the BLM Upper Deschutes Basin
Resource Management Plan. By c~nsensus,Jhe gIQllPhas adopted these comments. It is my

-) pleasure to forwardthese additionalcommentsto you to supplementthe commentspreviously
filed by Crook Comity. '

.

Sincerely,

5.(/ t~
Scott R. Cooper
Crook-County Judge

Cc: Crook County C011lmi~sioners
Ms. Lynn Anglund, Crook County Natural Resources Plamiing Committee
Mr. Mike Lunn, Crook County Natural Resources Planning COlllinittee
Baron Bail, Robert Towne, Molly Chaudet, Prineville District BLM

Scott R. Cooper, Judge. Mike McCabe, County Commissioner. Mike J. Mohan, County Commissioner'



CROOK COUNTY, OREGON
NATURAL RESOURCES PLANNINGCOMMtrrEE

( '-"'''''' )
Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Uppel' Deschutes Resource Management Plan

January 15, 2004

Background ~ The Crook~CoU1ityNaturalResources Planning Committee(CCNRPC)
was estabIished b'y County Order 2002-72 on September 4,2002. Its 25 members
represent a diverse cross-section of the citizens of Crook County. Membership includes
foresters, silvicultunsts, wildlife and fisheries biologists, agriculture scientists, range
conservationists, large and small business people, farmers and ranchers,
environmentaEsts and citizens-at-large. A key purpose is the cooperation and
collaboration 'Withfederal agencies in order to further considerations of important issues
of Crook County Customs, Culture and Economy. Our comments are provided in that
spirit. ,

. .

Public Participation - We commend the BLM for the extensive efforts they have made
to involve citizens through its various Issue Teams, RAe's, etc. This has clearly been
beyond the normaJ approach, and beyond the minimal requirements oflaw and
regulation. In some respects, the public involvement early on was found by participants
to be cumbersome and complicated, at least through the development of Issues. One
suggestion we would offer is to work c1osely\¥tthDr. Laura Van Riper, of the National
Riparian Service Team, on a syit6In offollow-up interviews from those who closely
participated and others. It 'Willbe important to document "lessons learned" and ways to
continl.ie the strong efforts at involving the public while also reducing some of the more
burdensome and time consuming parts of the process. This information should be shared

- with the Ochoco NF, which is soon to begin its own LMP Amendmentprocesses. .

Range -Given the importance of livestockoperations in Crook County, we have specific
concerns with some of the proposals. This month, proposed regulations were released for.
administration of grazing permits, and while they 'Winnot be final for several months" the
UDRlvW FElS is even ,further out into the future. Our assumption is that development of
those regulations 'Willbe closely fol1owed duringthe continuing work 'on theFEIS to
insure the FEIS and regulations are compatible.

.

The matrix in the DElS that includes the range health analysis, grazing demand, and
conflict with other use information seems to have been a good analysis tool for this
planning effort, but should not automaticai1y be considered adequate where'different
conditions of resourc~s and grazing activities occur. fu UDRMP area, there are many
small allotments that might lend themselves to voluntary closure. In areas dominated by
larger allotments, such as contiguous resource areas, voluntary closures would be the

.

exception. We also note that closures may be affected by the changing regulations.



We question whether mandatory or voluntary closures are in keeping with the proposed
regulations, and the10th Circuit Court of Appeals decision in Public Lands Council v.
Babbii:t, 929 F. Supp. The mandatory closures due to conflicts with other uses should be
carefully considered, and all attempts made to provide for the forage needs of the
dependent operators. It seems clear under current direction that suitable grazing land
should be offered accordi':1gto priority to qualified applicants. Uses such as "reserve
forage allotments" will not be permitted under the revised regulations. For some areas,
such as near La Pine, th ere is litt!e or no demand for grazing a.reas d4e to lack of water
and marginal economic conditions associated with grazing. While we understand some
environmental groups seek to buy permits to retire them, this is specifically prohibited
under the proposed regulations in keeping with Public Lands Council v. Babbitt, op cit.

OHV - We believe that recreational use of.OHV is a growing and legitimate use of
many, but certainly not all areas of our public lands. In general, we support the direction
contained ill alternative 7, which 'attempted to work out resource' conflicts with ORY uses
by separating uses and designating motorized trail systems and specific areas where OHV
recreation can occur. At the same time, we find that OfN use potentially can be one of
the most destructive uses of public lands if it is not carefully controlled and managed.
Unfortunately, many oftlle commercial advertisemerits for GIN's are irresponsible,
depicting SUV' s, 4~wheelers and other vehicles traversing sn-earns, wetlands, mountain.
terrain and other sensitive environments simply as a challenging activity, and ignoring
the potential effects on plants and animals. This carries over to many in the user
community. "

.

We recognize that many riders/drivers are responsible, and avoid sensitive areas and
follow the rules. We 'also know that many of the organized groups and associations
promote r~sponsible behavior, and work with the agencies to provide enjoyable outdoor
experience and protect the environment. And we also believe that OHV use is an activity
that has grown rapidly in the past few years, and is largely uncontrolled across the public
lands and National Forests in cenn-al Oregon. Given the dual potential for a) providing
some outstandingrecreational activitiesand b) damaginglands and disrupting .

populations of plants and animals, a most important focus of this plan needs tOQe on
dear management direction and well-implemented and enforceable management tools.

-~-,..._--

We have little reason to believe the BLM has the financial or staffing ability to
implement the major changes envisioned by Alternative 7. It calls for reducing or
eliminating use in some areas and constructing extensive networks of new and loop trails
in other areas. On its face, this sounds good, ,but what assurances exist that the trai~and
area closures can be enforced or regulated? The DEIS contains no clear monitoring plan
describing how it will be detennined how well natUral resource' and OHV objectives are
being me, or what happens if they are not achieved. Without the reduction in use that is
called for in some area.s,the problems will simply be expanded by opening or improving
other areas, which has been the history of the Millican OHV area. We recommend that a
Cooperative Agreement, with funding by BLM, be developed with the Crook County
Sheriff to fund additional pan-ols, including OHV patrols in key areas to increase
enforcement. This is particula.rly needed to reduce violations of State law, such a.s



littering, vehicle operation and registration, arid wildlife harassment (this has been
reported to ODFW/OSPIBLM). .

FUliher, we would urge that the closures and other regulation changes be implemented
and monitored before extensive investment in new development. Citizen/user groups
should be involved in monitoring to bring u."ansparencyto the decision-making process.

( .
Last, we noted that the definition of "non-motorized recreation emphasis" on page 33 is
poorly worded and not understandable.

.

Social and Economic - The DEIS is deficient in identifying the costs aI).dbenefits of the
various alternatives as they apply to Crook County. While there is some information
about 111edifferent socio/economic conditions applicable to Deschutes County and Crook
County, there seems to be little explanation about how those Counties are affected by the
separate altematives. Crook County has sho"0./'1.1recent growth along with our neighbors,
but our values remain largely rural and agrarian. Protection of open spaces, local
businesses, and family are important, and separate us from our rapidly growing
neighbors. We will never have the kiJ1dsof recreation developments as those year-round
large scale opportunities near Bend, such as ski areas and other winter sports
developments, mountaineering, etc. Prineville Reservoir is our major destination
recreation area, and we have supported certain continued development in that area. But
by and large, the citizens of Crook County and other users tend towards more
undeveloped uses including fishing, hunting, and firewood gathering, hikil!g, driving for
pleasure and OHV use.

.

- =====:::-f=

Unemployment in Crook County is among the highest in the State, and it would be
helpful to show how the various alternatives contribute to the creation of jobs,
particularly i:qthe contracting area.

.

Management of Invasive Junipers - We support the juniper controlwork proposed in
Alternative 7, but prefer to see management of old-growth juniper on the basis of stands
and not individual trees. For example, in treating invasive juniper to restore suitable
habitat for sage grouse, we recommend removal of all trees in the treated area to reduce
perch trees for predatory birds. Leaving trees of "old-growth form" in those areas
reduces the effectiveness of the restored habitat. .

There are many areas where treatment of juniper for restoration, firewood harvest, or any'
other purpose will be economically and/or physically imp1"actical. Those are largely the
isolated patches or rim .rock type habitats where older juniper frequently occurs, and'
management for old stands is logical in those areas. Given the extensive acreages of
invasive juniper in Crook County, priority areas chosen for restoration should be treated
to minimize juniper stems of all sizes and age classes.

Millican Road - While this road decision was removed from the EIS process by
legislative direction, the BLM needs to be aware and plan for the changes in use that will
develop once the reconstruction and paving is completed. Granted, there will be



t, ..

extensive truck traffic on the route, but increasing numbers ofrecreationists of all kind
willlikely'use the more easily accessible area for hunting, roele-hounding, hiking, biking,
OHV, etc. This could iIicrease conflicts i¥.ithwintering game populations and special
species such as sage grouse. Impacts and changing management conditions from this
improved transportation facility does not seem adequately considered in the DEIS.

Firearm Use - We support the EIS direction to reduce indiscriminate shooting in areas
close to population development. Another step that might be taken would be the creation
of-a local rifle/shotgun range close to Prineville through special use permit or

.

concessionaire. The Redmond Gun Club is relatively close and available) but having a
local range might reduce some of the dispersed plinking, and increase safety of public'
lands users. .

Garbage Dumping - Dumping of garbage is a perennial problem on public lands) and
part of our concem about inadequate levels of funding and staffing for enforcement.
Several considerations should be made to reduce this abuse. Cooperative funding for the
Crook County Sheriff to increase patrol density would help, since garbage dumping is a

,

violation of both federal and state laws. The County has indicated a willingness to set up
a "free dump" day at the County landfill in conjunction with organized clean-up efforts
for the public lands. There is opportunity to use inmates ftom the local youth. .
correctional facility for clean-up under agreement with the BLM to extend the clean-up
efforts. Educational efforts to make people aware of the e1.'i:yntof dumping should be
undertaken. Partnerships -withlocal companies should be undertaken to remove larger
metal dumps) such as ~efrigerators, old cars) etc. Once ckaned, efforts should be made to
restrict access to the more:h~1tvilyabused areas. In some cases such-as the Crooked
River corridor, volunteer groups could pick up and consolidate trash to be removed by
helicopters during fIre crew tra~ning. We recommend increased emphasis and direction
for protecting our public lands ftom this obnoxious type of violation.

Transportation System Planning- The planning area is heavily roaded by all levels of
routes, ranging from collector systems to user created "ways." This extensive road
system reduces ilie effectiveness of wildlife management attempts) and we encourage the
BLM to consider seasonal and area closures and oth'er techniques to reduce the.,conflicts
with wildlife. Achieving the desired habitat effectiveness of70% on many key areas will

. be difficult orimpossible without further access restrictions.

Thank you;for the opportunity to comment on the Upper Deschutes Resource
Management Plan DEIS. Our committee remaIns very interested in the outcomes of this
plan and potential effects on customs, culture and economy of our County. We hope to
be fmiher involved as the work proceeds toward a fInal EIS and decision, and would
offer to help convene and/or work directly with o$er affected interests in considering
responses to substantive comments and resolving issues.

~
Ly n Angl~
Cain oman ,
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RECEIVED
JAN 2 1 2004

U.S. Dept. of Interior'
Bur~au of Land Management
3050 NE Third Street
Prinev,ille, OR 97754

Attn: Teal Purrington
Re: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan

BLM PRINEVlu.E
DISTRICT,

~3~
d4p 133'1

We own property along the Middle Deschutes adjacent to a"parcel of BLM land
in the vicinityof Odin Falls. Mr. Parker Johnstone, an adjacent neighbor of ours
and I met with Mr. Greg Currie of your office to relay our knowledge of the
present use of the BLMlands in our area and the problems We have as a result
of that use. .

The BLM land referred to is a dumping ground for trash and debris, a party area
for the use of drugs and alcohol, shooting in an area that is posted "No'
Shooting", illegal hunting, trespass onto private property, destruction of private
property, and overnight camping, to mention a few of the problems.

We strongly support the designation of the' BLM area adjacent to us as no
motorized vehicles, the fencing and blocking of obvious access locations for
vehicles, no nunting and shooting, no camping and day use only.

~._---

As relayed to Mr. Currie,we.have the equipment and materials to assist BLM in
completing some of the wQrk necessary to help deter the violations of the
designations for the BLM property which we support.

We-are always available for consultation with your staff as desired.

Yours truly,

Susan & Gary McCabe
5110 NW 83rd Street
Redmond, OR 97756
541/504-0039 420-1250

cc: Elaine Marquis Brong, State Director
OregonlWashington BLM
333 SW 1stAvenue
Portland, OR 97201

Barron Bail, District Manager ,j-

Prineville District BLM
3050 NE Third St.
,Prineville, OR 97754
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Comment Form
For public input on the Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement

Today'sDate: ,/14-104-
Your name (pIe sepS:-int): &~te.", L. MCC~BE.
Representing(put an X in one box only):

. ~elf amy, or
0 business, organization, or agency(list):

~ . . ) ,eJ;'1~d/ t!J,...

B3 - .1'f: ft).Bt!!x 174~ "i'~75~ .Street Address, State, and ZIP: S II t:) H. l.IJ.

Phone: (s'4) S't!!J+oO.3' 9'
.

E-mail: .ol.1h~rI: <=~e>..;.f!. T. C ..:11'\1

Important Privacy Notice: All written co~ments, including names and street addresses, will be available for
public review upon request, and may be published by the BLM during the planning process. However, as an
individual you can ask us to withhold your name and address. All submissions from organizations or businesses,
and trom individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, will be.
made.avaiJable for public inspection in their entirety. If you checked "self only" above, and would like us to
withholdyourmime,put an X inthis box: 0 . .

:n47!- ~chJ
/~,..

Comments: ~/~. s-A- :s-e .e-

- -------...----

Continue your comments on the back of this page, or on additional pages
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Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3rd St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RECE\VED

JAN 2 2 ZGG4

I3l.M PRINEVI\.l-E
O\$1Rlaf

RE:Upper Deschutes Resource Manal!ement Draft

As a concerned citizen andrecreationist I would like to be on record as supportive of
motorized recreation on BLM lands in C~ntral Oregon.

The prefened alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how an interim
policy will be implemented. This interim pol,icy greatly affects our sport and the users as
there are no assurances BLM will ever have the resourc~s to put together a designated
trail system in the areas proposed.

The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper woodlands will negatively
impact a proposed trail system.

'

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no motorized
opportunitiesat PrinevilleReservoir and the Lapine area isa mistake. Thyreis use
occulTing in those areasculTentIy, where will that use go? Especially for the Lapine and
Prinevilleresidents.

. .
==-~--~

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment listed at
$18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the severe limitations to Of!V
use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use ofthe land and for
a designated trail system that will su,cceed.By micromanaging your areas and attempting
to put separate trails in for several different uses in tIle same areas we feel the
management will fail and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictiollS.

Print Name /4(t?'~( tJt8((;5

.:::8 ~~~~7~:. t+C/{Cj-b~J 6fC g 7/23
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01/22/200403:13PM

Ed Ensley
63505 Bridle Ln.
Bend OR 97701

~'10
I'

,

To: Teal Purrington/PRFO/OR/BLM/DOI@BLM
cc: Mollie Chaudet/PRFO/OR/BLM/DOI@BLM

Subject: Late comment and add to Mailing list>

Called to Say that he supported closing the Badlands-to motorized travel. I said that his 'comments would
not be included in the comment analysis but that other people had made the same comment so his point
of view wouldn't be ignored. I also told him that I would forward his comment and put him on the mailing
list. .

Mike Williams
Writer/Editor
Bureau of Land Management,
Prineville District

- --i- ;..-----

- -'..« -,



~
"Shaylor Murray"
<shaylor@realestatechampion
s.com>

12/18/2003 04:07 PM

To <uppecdesehutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>

ee

bee

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

Original Message-----
From: pgilbert@quick,com [mailto:pgilbert@quick.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 11:34 AM
To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com
Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(pgilbert@quick.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 14:34:29

---------------------------------------------------------------------------. -

name: Dale Gilbert

address: P.O., Box 351 Redmond, OR 97756

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the are= :--=---

proposed. The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.
We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will tha~
use go? EBpecially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.
Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.
Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use 'of
the I.and and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



~I;~
"Shaylor Murray"
<shaylor@realestatechampion
s.com>

To <upper_deschutes_rmp@pr.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>

cc

12/18/200304:07 PM bcc

Subject FVV:COMAcand BLM

Original Message-----
From: steven.eldridge@office.xerox.com
[mailto:steven.eldridge@office.xerox.com]
Sent: ThursdaY', December 18, 2003 11:39 AM
To:shaylor@realestatechampions.com
Subj ect:' COMAC and BLM '

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(steven.eldridge@office.xerox.com) on Thursday, December 18', 2003 at

14: 3 8 :48

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

name: Steve Eldridge

address: 7405 SW 172nd Ave. Beaverton, OR 97007

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on ,BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim poliC¥='W:i:l1:be-implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in, the areas
proposed. The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.
I do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville. residents.
The use of these areas are increasing approximately 20% annually with sales
of OHV equipment listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not
reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.
Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in ~he same areas I feel the management will fail and
ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



SJ
"Shaylor Murray"
<shaylor@realestatechampion
s.com>

12/18/200304:07 PM

To <uppecdeschutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>

ce

bee

Subject FW: COMACand BLM

Original Message-----
From: arrowthwr@verizon.net [mailto:arrowthwr@verizon.net]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 12:15 PM
To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com
Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(arrowthwr@verizon.net) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 15:15:12

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

name: Rob Fleming

address: 8024 se 282nd ave.GreshamOR97080-9007

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources tD put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed. The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.
We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Pri~ville residents.
Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually &#8211; the, increasing use is not reflected
in the severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.
Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further res,trictions.

Submit: Submit

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



@
"Shaylor Murray"
<shaylor@realestateehampion
s.eom>

12/18/200304:07 PM

To <upper_desehutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.eom>

ce

bee

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

Original Message-----
From: jimsmith@clearfreight.com [mailto:jimsmith@clearfreight.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 11:26 AM '

To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com
Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by .

(jimsmith@clearfreight.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 14:25:47

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

name: James D Smith

address: 5310 SW ChinookCt Lake Oswego OR 97035

)

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system~~n-thearea.s
proposed. The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively, impact a proposed trail system.
We do not support the closure of the-Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that

llse go? Especially for the Lapine and prineville residents.
Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales ofOHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annu~lly - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

.

Please adopt a mOre flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

\ ',:1

submit: Submit

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



(!;§)
"Shaylor Murray"
<shaylor@realestatechampion
s.com>

To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>

12/18/200304:07 PM

ee

bee

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

Original Message-----
From: andrea@realestatechampions.com
[mailto:andrea@realestatechampions.com]

Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 12:09 PM
To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com
Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(andrea@realestatechampions.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 15:08:45

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

name: Andrea Erickson

.
address: 853 S. W. Hill st Bend Or 97702

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our-spor~and the~users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed. The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively. impact a proposed trail system.
We do not support the closure of the Badlands and f~el that providing no
motorized opportunities at prineville Reservoir and the Lapine are~ is a--
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and prineville residents.
Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.
Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different tra,ils for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



..Shaylor Murray"
<shaylor@realestateehampion
s.eom>

12/18/200304:07 PM

ee

bec

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>

Original Message-----
From: skibunnie007@yahoo. com [mail to.: skibunnie007@yahoo. com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 12:10 PM
To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com
Subject: COMAC and BLM

.

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(skibunnie007@yapoo.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 15:10:01

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

name: christine rio.

address: 2865 Spring Meadows Dr bozeman fit , 59715

";,.;' .

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the u~ers as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed. The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.
We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially'for thEfLapine and Prineville residents.
Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.
Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use,of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

),

e!~

-------..-------



~
"Shaylor Murray"
<shaylor@realestatechampion
S.com>

12/18/2003 04:07 PM

To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.blm.Qov>, <brjoani@aol.com>

cc

bee

Subject FW: COMACand BLM

Or~ginal Message-----
From: mwhite1112@hotmail.com [mailto:mwhitell12@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 12:23 PM
To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com
Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(mwhite1112@hotmail.com)on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 15:23:05

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

name: Mike White

address: 13900 NW Laidlaw Rd, Portland, OR, 97229

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a design~t~d-tra~l system in the areas -

proposed. The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.
We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
uSe go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.
Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.
Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



E.~
To <uppecdeschutes~rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>IIShaylor Murray"

<shaylor@reaJestatechampion
s.com>
12/18/200304:07PM

cc

bcc

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

Original Message-----
From: brenner71@msn.com [mailto:brenner71@msn.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 12:53 PM
To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com
Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(brenner71@m'sn.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 15:53:06

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

name: Scott Charlton

address: 15303 SE Meadow Park Dr

~--

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
-resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed. The aggressive vegetation manageme~t in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.
We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a .

mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currentlYJ where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and prineville residents.
Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually"with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.
Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

~ \

Submit: Submit

I
.

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



C§
"Shay/or Murray"
<shaylor@realestatechampion
s.com>
12/18/200304:07PM

To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>

ce

bee

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

Original Message-----
From: TawmN@aol.com [mailto:TawmN@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 1:37 PM
To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com
Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(TawmN@aol.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 16:37:09

~-------------
name: T. Niemela

address: 1101 SE 53rd Court, Hillsboro, OR, 97123

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLMlands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas -~----

proposed. The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.
We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a ,

mistake. .There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and prineville residents:
Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severelimitationsto OHV use on BLM land. .

please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submi t.: Submi t

~ ~-----



~
"Shaylor Murray"
<shaylor@realestatechampion
s.com>

12/18/200304:07 PM

To <uppecdesehutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>

cc

bee

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

Original Message~----
From: dan@realestatechampions.com [mailto:dan@realestatechampions.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 2:58 PM

.

To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com
Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(dan@realestatechampions.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 17:58:11

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

name: Dan Linn

address: 2670 SW 30th st. Redmond, OR 97756

- }

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed. The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.
We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
,motorized opportunities at prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.
Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales o~ OHV equipment
listea at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not.reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.
Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use 6f
the land and fpr a designated,trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting -to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



.~
"Shaylor Murray"

. <shaylor@realestatechampion
s.com>

12/18/200304:07 PM

To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <prjoani@aol.com>

ce

bee
~

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

OriginalM~ssage-----
From: anilson@luhonline.com [mailto:anilson@luhonline.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 2:44 PM
To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com
Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(anilson@luhonline.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 17:43:32

~ ,---------------------------------------------------
name: Ace Nilson

address: 3060 Greenbriar St. Reedsport, .OR 97467

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist who often visits and
recreates in Bend, I would like to be on record as supportive of motorized
recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM ~~~~~eyerhave the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed. The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.
We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and prineville residents.
Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually. &#8211; the increasing use is not reflected
in the severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different- trails for
several different uses in the same areas,we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.
Furthermore this land has been used for decades by off-road members within
Oregon and surrounding states. By limiting recreation in these areas you
will negitively impact the economics of this region as well.
Why all of the sudden the need for restrictions. This land in question is
suddenly considered pristine wilderness. ***News Flash*** it will still be
considered pristine 50 years from now as we will have continued riding on
this land as we have for the previous 50 years.
Quit bowing to these ENVIORNMENTAL TERRIORSTSI!! Equal access for everyone
is the only answer. We'll share, corne on out and enjoy the land...WITH
EVERYONE! ! !

Please contact me with any further questions or if you have comment.
Sincerely,

Ace Nilson



..Shaylor Murray"
<shayfor@reaJestatechampion
s.com> ce

bee

To <upper_desehutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjbani@aol.eom>

12/18/2003 04:07 PM

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

Original Message~----
From: dhollingsworth@coworkensport.com
[mailto:dhollingsworth@coworkensport.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 2:02 PM
To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com
Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(dhollingsworth@coworkensport.com) on Thursday, December 18~ 2003 at

17!01:58 .

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

name: Dan Hollingsworth

address: 60149 Cheyenne, Bend, OR 97702

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The prefeire~_~lternative BLM is proposing Qoes not adequately reflect how
an interim-polrcy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed. The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.
We. do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing.no
'motorized opportunities at prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents. .

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of-OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually&#8211i the increasing use is not reflected
in the severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.
Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restiictions.

Submit: Submit

~-----------._--------------------

@



c§Y
"Shaylor Murray"
<shayJor@realestateehampion
s.eom>

12/18/200304:07PM

To <upper_desehutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.eom>

ec

bee

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

~ Original Message-~--- .
From: rclaypoole@bhy.net [mailto:rclaypoole@bhy.net]
Sent: Th~rsday, December 18, 2003 1:52 PM
To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com
Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted-by
(rclaypoole@bhy.net) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 16:52:21

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

name: Richard Claypoole

address: 8311 NE Holladay st. Portland, OR 97220

comment:' As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be ~mplemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed. The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.
We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a .

mistake. There is use occurring i~those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and.prineville residents.

.

Our use is increaSing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.
Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



@1Y
"Shaylor Murray"
<shaylor@realestatl;!champion
s.com>

To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.bJm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>

12/18/200304:07 PM

cc

bce

Subject FW: COMACand BLM

Orig~nal Message .

From: bendorguy@yahoo.com [mailto:bendorguy@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday I December 181 2003 1:48 PM
To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com
Subject: COMAC and BLM .

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(bendorguy@yahoo.com) on Thursday I December 181 2003 at 16:47:34

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

'name: Torn wirth

address: 21081 pinehaven Ave. Bendl OR 97702

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation'on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no-a.,SsurancesBLM will ever have the -

resources to put together a designated traiT system in the areas
proposed. The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.
We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel ,that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurri~g in those areas currentlYI where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.
Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasinguse is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.
Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

,Submit: Submit

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



~
"Shaylor Murray"
<shaylor@realestatechampion
s.com>

To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>

12/18/200304:07 PM

ee

bee

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

Original Message-----
From: dj_t_ray@yahoo.com [mailto:dj_t_ray@yahoo.comJ
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 2:12 PM
To: shaylor@realestatechampions', com
Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(dj_t_ray@yahoo.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 17:12:18

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

name: Tyler Adams

address: 1035 54th St.

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the.

~==.resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.
We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.
Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.
Please adopt a more flex~ble road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

'\
i



~~
"Shaylor Murray"
<shaylor@realestateehampion
s.eom>

To <upper_desehutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.eom>

ee

12/19/200304:18' PM bee

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

Original Message-----
From: TawmN@aol.com [mailto:TawmN@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18r 2003 1:37 PM
To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com
Subject: COMAC and BLM .

Below is the result of your feedback form. It waS submitted by
(TawmN@aol.com) on ThursdaYr December 18r 2003 at 16:37:09

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

name: T. Niemela

address: 1101 SE 53rd Court, Hillsboro, ORr 97123

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have-.the

..-

resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed. The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Ju.niper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system. '

. .

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is-use occurring in those areas currentlYr where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.
Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.
Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



~
"ShayJor Murray"
<shaylor@realestatechampion.
s.com>

To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or .blm.goy>, <brjoani@aol.com>

cc

12/19/200304:18 PM bcc

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

Original Message ~

From: rnstaylor@charter.net [mailto:rnstaylor@charter.net]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 4:15 PM
To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com
Subject: COMAC and BLM .

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(rnstaylor@charter.net) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 19:15:08

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

name: Ryan L. Taylor

address: 1385 Burbridge Dr.

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim pol.icy greatly affects
our sport and the users as -i;Ja-er-e.~areno- assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a~des~ig~ated trail system in the areas
proposed. The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negativ~ly impact a proposed trail system.
We do not support the closure .of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized oppo~tunities at prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
.mistake. There is_use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.
Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.
Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate dif£erent trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions. .

Submit: Submit

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



@
"Shaylor Murray"
<shaylor@realestatechampion
s.com>
12/19/200304:18PM

To <upper_desehutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.eom>

cc

bec

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

Original Message-----
From: bc@teleport.com [mailto:bc@teleport.comJ
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 4:36 PM
To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com
Subject: COMACand BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(bc@teleport.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 19:36:17

~ ~

name: William D Beane

address: 13067 SW 63rd PL Portland, OR 97219

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly aff~cts
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed. The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.
We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currentlYt where will that.
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.
Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land. '

.

'. Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a,de~ignated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



@@

"Shaylor Murray"
<shayJor@realestatechampion

.

S.com>

To <upper_deschutesJmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>

12/19/200304:18 PM

cc -

bee

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

Original Message-----
From: electricsheep@cybcon.com [mailto:electricsheep@cybcon.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 5:51 PM
To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com
Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(electricsheep@cybcon.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 20:50:29

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

name: Chris vincent

address: 13687 S La Rae st. Oregon City OR. 97045

comment: As a conc.erned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM wuT-ever-have the
resources to put together a design~ted trail system in the areas
proposed. The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.
We do not sppport the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motor~zed opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas-currently, where will that
use go? _Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents. .

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.
Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions. .

Submit: Submit

"----------



..Shaylor Murray"
<shaylor@realestateehampion
s ,com>

12/19/200304:18PM bee

Subject FW:COMACand BLM

@;FiJ

cc

To <upper_deschutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>

Original Message-----
From: buzzmurray1@netzero.com [mailto:buzzmurray1@netzero.comJ
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 7:54 PM
To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com
Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(buzzmurray1@netzero.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 22:53:53

----------------------------------------------------------------------------
.

name: Buzz A. Murray

address: 495 SW Liberty Bell Dr. Beaverton, OR 97006

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
oUr sport and the J.:!.Q..eIEaR there are no assurances BLM will ever have the
resources to put -together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.
We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use 'occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? -Especially for the Lapine and prineville residents.
Our Use' is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHVequipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.
please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed, By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas We feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



~
"Shaylor Murray"
<shaylor@realestatechampion
s.com>

12/19/200304:18PM

To <upper_desehutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.com>

ce

bce
.

Subject FW: COMACand BLM

~Original Message .

From: cyclegleason@comcast,net [mailto:cyclegleason@comcast.netJ
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 7:40 PM
To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com
Subject: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(cyclegleason@comcast.net) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 22:40:06

,--------------

name: Jeffrey R. Gleason

address: 7602 SE 112th. Ave. Portland, OR 97266

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as' supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing 'does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy_g:r:eatly~affects
our sport and the user$ as there are no as!?urances BLM-will-ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed. The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.
We do not support the closure 'of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those ,areas currently, where will that
use go? Espe,cially for the Lapine and prineville residents. ,

our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV,use on BLM land. '
Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail 'system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



C:5!V
"Shaylor Murray"
<shaylor@realestatechampion
s.com>

12/19/200304:18 PM

To <uppecdeschutes_rmp@or.blm.gov>, <brjoani@aol.eom>

ee

bee

Subject FW: COMAC and BLM

Original Message-----
From: buzzmurrayl@netzero.com [mailto:buzzmurrayl@netzero.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2003 7:58 PM
To: shaylor@realestatechampions.com
Subj ect.: COMAC and BLM

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
(buzzmurraYl@netzero.com) on Thursday, December 18, 2003 at 22:57:37

~--------------------------------------------------------------------

name:. Craig E. Stealey.

address: 350 NW 135th Portland, OR 97229

comment: As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how
an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects
our sport and_the~~ers as there are no a~~urances BLM will ever have the
resourcres-toput together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed. The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.
We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that :
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

.

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annual+y with sales of OHV equipment
listed at $i8 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.
Please adopt a more flexible roa~ trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail
and ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Submit: Submit

~-----------I I


